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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
SUMMARY 
The purpose of this paper is to describe the legal authority of 
California cities and counties to raise revenues from non-property tax 
sources in the wake of Proposition 13, the Jarvis-Gann Initiative of 
1978 and Proposition 4, the Gann Initiative of 1979. To that end the 
paper discusses: 
1) The pre-Proposition 13 legal ability of local governments to 
impose taxes, special assessments, and fees; 
2) Section 4 of Proposition 13, now Article XIII A of the 
Constitution, which provides that cities and counties may 
impose "special taxes" only with approval of a two-thirds vote 
of the electorate; 
3) The unresolved legal issues after Proposition 13; and, 
4) The impact of the Gann Initiative, now Article XIII B of the 
Constitution, which imposes appropriations limits on state and 
local governments. 
The Legal Authority of Cities and Counties to Raise Revenues Before 
Propositi on 13 
The legal ability of local governments to raise revenues differs 
for counties and cities controlled by general state law and cities which 
have adopted charters pursuant to Article XI, Section 5 of the Constitu-
tion. 
General law cities and counties 
General law cities and counties have traditionally had the 
following powers: 
Fees: Service and regulatory fees limited to the cost of the ser-
vice or requlaLion provided h<1ve tw(~n ililposed v.Jithout express 
authority in state law, althouqh fees are frequently authorized by 
statute. 
Special Assessments: Specific statutory authorization has been 
required for the imposition of special assessments. "Special" or 
"benefit" assessments are charges levied upon land on the basis of 
the benefit conferred in order to finance the construction of 
public improvements. 
Taxes: General law cities and counties have required specific 
statutory authority to impose taxes. 
Charter it i es 
Charter cities have had constitutional authority to levy charges in 
the form of fees, special assessments, and taxes without specific statu-
tory authority conferred by Lhe Legislature. Hhere a charge apparently 
conflicts with general state law and it is challenged in court the 
courts wi 11 determine v1hether the subject matter of the charge is a 
"municipal affair" or an area of "statewide concern." Where the subject 
of the charge is a municipal affair the charter city ordinance will 
control over the conflicting state law. However, where the subject 
matter of charge is an area of statewide concern state law will 




Propositi on 13 and Subseg_ucr:!_~_Co~r::_~_s_as~~-and L~~t i ve Enactments 
Proposition 13 consists of severJl sections which together effect 
what the courts have identified as its purposes: property tax relief 
and the imposition of limitations on general govern~ent spending. The 
courts have concluded that Section 4 of the proposition limits the 
ability of local governments to replace lost property tax revenues by 
providing that "special taxes" may be imposed by these governments only 
with a two-thirds vote of the electorate. 
The term "special tax" was not defined by the proposition and has 
no commonly understood 1:1eanin<J in case law or in statute. /\s yet, 
nei thet' the courts nor tile Ll~gislature have defined whc~t charges 
constitute "special taxes." 
In the four appellate court cases interpreting Section 4 of 
Article XIII A the courts have evaluated the charges at issue in light 
of their interpretation of the purposes of the proposition. Thus, in 
one case it was held that the increase of a business license tax consti-
tuted a levy of a special tax since it was a general tax "fro111 which no 
specific tangible benefit is derived by the taxpayer." The court 
concluded that to sustain the tax would allow local govern~ent to 
replace lost property tax and proceed with its general government 
spending programs. By contrast, other appellate courts have held that 
both fees and special assessments are not "special taxes" since both 
these charges must be reasonably related to the benefit, privilege, or 
ser·vice confen·ed by government upon the person or property on which the 
cl1dr~w is 1 evi ed. 
i i i 
The Legislature has enacted Govermaent Code, Section 50075 et seq., 
empowering local governments to raise "special taxes" and specifying a 
procedure to do so. However, the Legislature failed to define the term, 
specifying only that fees v1ere not special taxes. The Legislature has 
also authorized several new special assessments since the passage of 
rr·oposition 13, including assess1~1ents for the finoncin~J of services 
unrelated to the construction of public improvements. 
Unresolved Legal Questions After Proposition 13 
Two legal related questions remain unresolved concerning the ability of 
local governments to levy fees, special assessments, and taxes. 
1. What is a special tax? As noted above, there is still no 
conclusive definition of the term. Only one case has found a 
charge to be a special tax. The courts rnay yet conclude that 
"special tax" means~ revenue-producing charges exceeding the 
cost of the service or benefit conferred. 
2. How far may local governments go in devising innovative fees 
and special assessments? Since fees and special assessments 
have been determined not to constitute special taxes it is 
likely that local governments will devise innovative charges in 
these forms. However, it is questionable whether special 
assessment procedures may be used to finance general municipal 
improvements, such as police and fire stations, and the main-




The Gann Initiative 
The Gann Initiative lir.lits the amount of revenue v1hich state and 
local governments may spend by imposing a ceiling on "appropriations 
subject to limitation." Such appropriations may only increase concom-
mitantly with increases in population and the Consumer Price Index. By 
its terras, the initiative exerapts fee revenues from this limitation. A 
recent Court of Appeal decision holds that revenues fro1a special 
assessments are also not subject to the spending limitation • 
CONCLUSION 
The following is a summary of local government's legal ability to 
raise non-property tax revenues after the passage of Article XIII A, 
Article XIII B, court cases construing these articles, and subsequent 
legislative enactments. 
General law cities and counties 
Fees: General la\t cities and counties 1nay impose fees limited to 
the cost of the service or regulation provided. Voter approval is 
not required and fee revenue is not subject to the appropriation 
1 imitation. The limits of \'lhat services may be provided for, on a 
fee basis are untested. 
Special Assessments: These local governments may impose special 
assessments only if specifically authorized by the state 
Legislature hut voter approval is not req11ired. Revenues received 
from this source are not subject to the appropriations limitations. 
v 
The use of special assessments has been traditionally confined to 
the financing of the construction of public improve1aents which 
confer a special benefit on the property assessed. More recently, 
the Legislature has authorized the use of special assessment proce-
dures for the maintenance of public improvements. The appropriate-
ness of this financing mechanism for general public improvements and 
for the maintenance of public improve111ents or for services unre-
lated to these services is uncertain. 
Taxes: General la\v cities and counties may impose or increase 
"special taxes" only with voter approval. The only charge \vhich 
has been determined to constitute a special tax is an increase in a 
business license tax which \vas expressly intended to generate reve-
nue for a city's general fund. In light of the reasoning of 
appellate court decisions it appears likely that charges which 
exceed the costs of the service, regulation, privilege, or benefit 
conferred by government will be determined to be special taxes. 
General la\v cities and counties do not require legislative 
authorization for the specific tax levied. 
All taxes \'lhich are determined not to constitute special taxes will 
not require voter approval but will require specific authorization fr~a 
the Legislature. 






Charter cities may impose or increase fees, special assessments, and 
taxes vlithout legislative approval. Fees and special assessments may be 
imposed without voter approval and are not subject to the appropriations 
1 imitations. 
Charter cities are required to obtain voter approval for the impo-
sition or increase of "special taxes," but are not required to obtain 
voter approval for any taxes which are determined not to be "special 






In June 1978, California voters passed Proposition 13 which 
substantially reduced the amount of local government's largest single 
source of revenue, the property tax. Section 4 of this initiative, now 
Article XIII A of the Constitution, requires that "special taxes" 
imposed by cities, counties, and special districts be approved by a 
two-thirds vote of electorate of that rlistrict.1 
In November 1979, the voters approved Proposition 4, the "Spirit of 
13" initiative. This initiative, now Article XIII B of the Constitution, 
limits the growth in appropriations of both state and local governments 
to changes in the cost-of-living and population.2 
The purpose of this paper is to examine the legal authority of 
California cities and counties to raise funds from non-property tax 
sources in the wake of Propositions 13 and 4. The paper describes the 
distinctions between the forms of local government revenue raising 
devices: taxes, assessments and fees, and the authority of cities and 
counties to impose them. It discusses the manner in which Proposition 13 
altered this authority and identifies still unresolved legal issues. 
Finally, it examines the effect of Proposition 4 on the local government 
powers. 
lArticle XIII A is attached as Appendix A. 
2Article XIII B is attached as Appendix B. 
II. TilE LEGAL STRUCTURI: OF LOCAL GOVERN~1ENT IN CALIFORNIA 
A. Cities 
Most California cities are organized under the general laws of the 
state. As to these general law cities, the Legislature defines their 
powers and authority subject to constitutional limitations.3 
The Constitution grants directly to cities the power to "make and 
enforce vJithin its limits all local, police, sanitary and other ordi-
nances and regulations not in conflict with general laws."4 This 
"police power" vests authority in general la\'1 cities independent of 
an act of the Legislature. 
The Constitution also grants to cities authority to adopt a charter 
giving it the power to "make and enforce all ordinances and regulations 
in respect to raunicipal affairs, subject only to restrictions and limi-
tations provided in their several charters and in respect to all other 
matters they shall be subject to general laws."5 
The effect of this "municipal affairs povter" is to grant charter 
cities authority over "municipal affairs." l~here the subject of an 
ordin<~ncP is <1 "l<lutlicipal dfLtirs" LIH• power of UH• clldrLPr cily Lo 
regulate is controlled only by the charter or other constitutional pro-
vision. A charter city's exercise of authority is controlling over 
inconsistent state law where the subject is a municipal affair.6 
Charter cities are also vested with the police power. 
3Ex Parte Braun (1903) 141 c. 204. 
4Art icl e XI. Section 7. 
5Art icl e XI, Section 5. 




Courts have held that whether a subject of regulation is a municipal 
affair is a determination to be r.1ade by the courts, rather than by the 
Legislature or local government.? However, there is no clear rule as to 
what will constitute a municipal affair. In Pac. Tel. and Tel. Co. v. 
City and County of San Francisco (1959) 51 C.2d 766, the court noted, 
"It is ••• settled that the constitutional concept of municipal 
affairs is not a fixed or static quantity. It changes with 
the changing conditions upon which it is to operate. ~Jhat may 
at one time have been a matter of local concern rTJay at a later 
t irne become a matter of state concern cantrall ed by the general 
1 aws of the state. "8 
B. Counties 
The Constitution expressly declares all counties to be political 
subdivisions of the state.9 Counties must derive their authority to act 
from a canst itut ional grant of authority or frorTJ an act of the 
Legislature.lO Counties, like cities, are vested v1ith authority to 
exercise the "police power" independent of an act of the Legislature. 
1\lthough the Constitution grants to counties the ability to adopt a 
7.,...c e,.,..n...,.t_u_,r"---P_l-=-a_z a--=H_o_t e_l-r::--::-=:-.--:;---:~--=-~-=---A_n_,_g_e l_e_s ( 19 7 0 ) 7 C • A. 3d 616 , 6 2 2 ; 
Bishop v. San Jose 
8pac. Tel. and Tel. Co. v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 
51 C.2d at 771. 
9california Constitution 1\rticle XI, Section 1, Subdivision (a). 
lOHicks v. Orange County Board of Supervisors (1977) 69 C.A.3d 228; 
Byers v. Board of Supervisors of San Bernardino County (1968) 
262 C.A.2d 148. 
3 
charter, this authority is not coextensive with the municipal affairs 
powet· of charter cities. The charter must be approved by the 
Legislaturell and its contents are substantially prescribed.12 
Provisions in a county charter have control over inconsistent general 
state law only where the charter provisions are authorized by constitu-
tional provision.l3 In addition, if a county charter does not mention a 
matter for regulation, general law will control.14 
III. THE AUTHORITY OF LOCAL GOVEHNMENT TO IMPOSE TAXES, 
ASSESSMENTS, AND FEES BEFOHE PROPOSITION 13 
Cities and counties generally can raise revenues in three forms: 
taxes, assessments, and fees. Because of the requirement in Article XIII A, 
Section 4, that "special taxes" be approved by a two-thirds vote of the 
electorate and language in Article XIII B's limit on appropriations, the 
distinction between these forms of obtaining revenue from local 
governments' residents is crucial. 
A. Types of Income-Producing Charges: Taxes, Assessments, and Fees 
1. Taxes 
Taxes have been described as "enforced proportional contributions 
of persons and property for the support of the government, "15 and as the 
"colilpul sory exact ion that a goverm;Jent enforces generally on persons or 
llcalifornia Constitution Article XI, Section 4, Subdivision (g). 
12california Constitution Article XI, Section 4. 
13william v. McClellan (1953) 119 C.A.2d 138, 141. 
14Anderson v. s {1915) 29 C.A. 24. 




property within its jurisdiction for the purposes of supplying the 
public necessities."l6 The validity of a tax does not depend upon the 
consent of the taxpayerl7 nor the taxpayer's contractual assent.18 
2. Assessments 
"Benefit" or "special" assessments have been described as "a corn-
pulsory charge placed by the state upon real property within a pre-
determined district, made under express legislative authority for 
defraying in whole, or in part, the expense of a permanent public improve-
rnent therein, enhancing the present value of such real estate, and laid 
by some reasonable rule of uniformity based upon, in the ratio of, and 
limited by, such enhanced value."l9 
The essential limitations upon the power of a municipality to levy 
an assessment are that the improvement must be public in nature and must 
confer a "special benefit" upon the property assessed.20 It is the 
existence of a special benefit which justifies the levying of a charge 
16~~e v. Naglee (1850) l C. 232, 253; see Ops. Legis. Counsel 
No. 16240 (November 13, 197H) "Article XI£I A 'Special Taxes'; 
Assessments, Fees." 
17oranga v. Powe (1900) 127 c. 506, 509. 
18Linnell v. State Department of Finance (1962) 203 C.A.2d 465, 469. 
19~J>.C~'!9._::\)_!_!::_ee!__(_q_.__v_.__c_~t:_y_o_f L_o._s /\_1!9.~~~?_ (1915) 170 C. 24, 29. 
20rrish v. Hahn (1929) 200 c. 339,344. 
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on the property owner rather than on the general public.21 The 
existence of a special benefit, likewise, distinguishes an assessment 
from a tax which is a charge levied for the benefit of the general 
public.22 
The test of whether a benefit is conferred is usually whether the 
value of the property is increased in reference to present or potential 
uses.23 The formula on which the assessment is levied must be based on 
the amount of benefits received.24 The assessment may be at a fixed 
rate or on an ad valorem basis.25 Assessments levied at a fixed rate 
are often on the basis of the property frontage on the improvement. 
The designation of a charge as a benefit assessment, rather than as 
a tax, has traditionally had several consequences. Public property, 
which is traditionally exempted by the Constitution from taxation is 
still subject to a benefit assessment.26 The constitutional requirement 
21spring Street Co. v. City of Los Angeles, supra, 170 C. 24. 
22see Northwestern Etc. Co. v. State Board of E 
73 C.A.2d 548; County of Fresno v. Malmstrom 
23Kalashian v. County of Fresno (1973) 35 C.A.3d 43. 




Board of Su ervisors of the 
545; see general y Cal. Jur. 3d, 





that all property be taxed in proportion to its full value is also 
inapplicable to special assessments.27 Finally, for purposes of per-
sonal income taxes, real property taxes, but not assessments, are 
allowed as itemized deductions in computing taxable income.28 
3. Fees 
In addition to taxes and special assessments the courts have also 
recognized service and regulatory "fees" as an appropriate charge to be 
levied by local governments. Fees have been upheld as being a 
charge29 or reimbursement30 for the services rendered by the public 
agency. Where a fee is charged as an exercise of the police power, the 
fee has been upheld where it is an amount calculated to cover the cost 
of regulation.31 Fees for services may be charged, at least by charter 
cities, even if the fee payer did not actually use the service.32 For 
example, a city resident must pay for garbage collection whether or not 
the resident used the service. 
27rn re Madera Irrigation District (1891} 92 C. 296, 327. 
28Revenue and Taxation Code Section 17204. 
29Arcade Co. Water District v. Arcade Fire District (1970) 6 C.A.3d 
2'J'1; 240; City of Oakland v. E. K. Wood Lumber Company (1930) 211 
c. 16. 
30crawford v. Herringer (1978) 85 C.A.3d 544. 
31county of Plumas v. Wheeler (1906) 149 c. 758, 763. 
32city of Glendale v. Trondsen (1957) 48 C.2d 93, 102. 
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B. Local Government's Powers to Levy Taxes, Assessments, and Fees 
Before Proposition 13 
There are four constitutional bases of authority for cities and 
counties to impose such charges: the taxing power, the municipal 
affairs power, the police power, and the public works power. In 
addition, the courts have found implied pov1ers pursuant to any grant of 
authority to take such actions as are necessary to exercise the 
authority, including the levying of a charge. 
1. The Taxing and Municipal 1\ffairs Powers 
These pov1ers provide authority for levying taxes and for imposing 
special assessments. 
a. Taxes 
The courts have generally given deference to a local government's 
need to impose taxes. One court observed that without the power to tax 
a municipality "would be a body without life, incapable of acting and 
serving no useful purpose."33 
The taxing power created by the Canst i tut ion is found in Art i c 1 e X I I I, 
Section 24 which provides in pertinent part: 
The Legislature may not impose taxes for 1 ocal purposes but may 
authorize local governments to impose them. 
33u.s. v. New Orleans (1878) 98 u.s. 381, 25 L.ed. 225; Ainsworth v. 




This section has been interpreted to allow the Legislature to 
authorize general la\'1 city and counties to impose taxes but to forbid 
such local governments fr01:1 ir:1posing them vtithout legislative 
authorization.34 Pursuant to this power the Legislature has authorized 
a variety of taxes including the business license tax,35 sales and use 
taxes,36 and the occupancy and hotel room tax.37 
By contrast, the power of a charter city to tax for local purposes 
has l)een construed as an exercise of the municipal affairs power of 
Article XI, Section 5, rather than as an exercise'of the taxing 
power.38 
The ability of charter cities to levy taxes without legislative 
approval has resulted in these cities utilizing taxes unavailable to 
general law cities and counties. For example, charter cities have 
imposed admissions taxes on the price of admission to certain public 
events, such as sporting events, and utility users taxes imposed on the 
consumption of gas, electricity and intrastate phone services as ~"ell as 
other utilities. 
34Me ers v. Cit Council 
Von Schmidt v. Widlser 
241 C.A~2d 237; 
35Business and Professions Code, Section 16000, et seq. 
36Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7200 et seq. The amount of the 
sa 1 es and use tax is fixed by sL1tute. 
3 7r{evenue and Taxation Code, Section 7280. 
3Bweekes v. City of Oakland, supra, 21 C.3d 386, 392; Modesto Irrigation 
District v. City of Modesto (1973) 34 C.A.3d 529; City of Los Angeles 
v. A.E.C. Los Angeles (1973) 33 C.A.3d 933; West Coast Adver. Company 
v. San Francisco (1939) 14 C. 20516; Ex Parte Braun, supra, 141 c. 204. 
9 
Since charter cities' taxation powers are a function of the ~unici-
pal affairs power, where the subject of taxation is an area of 
"statewide concern" the charter city's regulation may be preempted by 
conflicting state law. However, only the area of taxation of liquor 
purchases has recently been found be preempted by state lavt.39 
Instead, the trend of decisions is to find that preemption has not 
occurred.40 
Two recent Supre1:1e Court cases suggest thdt the court's wi 11 i ngness 
to find that the area of inco~e taxation is not a subject of statewide 
concern wholly preempted by the state through Revenue and Taxation Code, 
Section 17041.5, which provides: 
Notv.1ithstanding any statute, ordinance, regulation, rule, or 
decision to the contrary, no city, county, city and county, 
governmental subdivision, district, public and quasi-public 
corporation, municipal corporation, whether incorporated or 
not or vthether cha or not, shall levy or collect or 
cause to 1 evi ed or co 11 ected any tdx upon the i nco1ae, or 
any part thereof, of any rson, resident or non-resident. 
nance which taxed "gross pts" (wages, salaries, bonuses, etc.) for 
services rendered within City of Oakland was upheld against a 
39century Plaza Hotel Company v. City of Los Angeles (1970) 7 C.A.3d 616. 
40Marsh ia Inc. v. Cit of Los An eles (1976) 
62 C. not to have preempted field of taxation of 
insurance industry so a broker was properly subjected to city 
business tax); Pesola v. Los Angeles (1975) 54 C.A.3d 479 (equine 
1 icense tax not preenpted by state property tax on racehorses); 
Oakland Rai ~Berkeley (1976) 65 C.A.3d 623 (tax on business of 
lessee of public property fron taxation was a tax on the business 




challenge that it v1as an income tax prohibited by Revenue and Taxation 
Code, Section 17041.5. The cour't distinguished the tax at issue fror~ an 
income tax by noting that it taxes only gross receipts of labor-produced 
income before taxes. In contrast to an income tax it did not tax 
interest, rents, royalties nor did it give credit for other taxes paid. 
In A.B.C. Distributing Company v. City and County of San Francisco 
(1975) 15 C.3d 566, the court upheld a San Francisco tax imposed upon 
employers of 1 percent of the payroll expense for employees \-.Jho perform 
functions within the city or county of San Francisco. The court held 
that the tax was not prohibited by Section 17041.5 since it was not a 
tax on persons' individual income but a tax on employers v1hich Has 
measured by their employment of labor.41 
b. Assessments 
The pov1er to levy special assessments is found in the taxing 
power.42 It has been held that the Legislature may not impose special 
assessments but may authorize local governments to do so43 and that 
charter cities may impose assessments pursuant to the municipal affairs 
power.44 A general law city or county may not impose a special assessment 
in the absence of a legislative enactment empowering them to do so.45 
41Al so see Govermilent Code, Section 50026, which prohibits any general 
law or charter local government from imposing a "commuter" tax on non-
resident persons employed within a city or county. 
42Irish v. Hahn (surra) 208 C. 339; Count' of San Diego v. Childs (1932) 
217 C. 109; Baldwin Park v. Stoskus (19 2) 8 C.3d 563; Cogan v. 
Los Angeles (1973) 34 C.A.3d 516. 
43people v. Lynch (1875) 51 C. 15, 23; Schumacher v. Toberman (1880) 
56 C. 508, 511; c.f. Hughes v. Ewing (1892) 93 C. 414. 
44Raisch v. Meers (1946) 27 C.Zd 7!3, 779; Ransome-Crumrne_y Company v. 
Berlnett 1918 177 C. 1)6(), 1lli/. 
'ills(~(' Huvhes v. lwing (lH9<') 'J3 c. 1114. 
11 
2. The Police Power 
Article XI, Section 7 of the Constitution provides: 
"A county or city may make and enforce within its limits all 
local, police, sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations 
not in conflicl with q<'IH'I'.tl Lnv• .• " 
This grant of "police power" to all local goverm:~ents has been held 
to provide municipalities with the pmver to charge a fee to cover the 
cost of the regulatory service.46 
The scope of the police power was discussed in In Re Ackerman {1907} 
6 C.A. 5, where the court found that the city had the power to jai 1 an 
individual for refusal to pay a dog license "tax" which \vas intended 
only to cover the cost of licensing. 
"But counties, cities, and towns are not required to seek in any 
legislative enactment for the source of their power to make and 
enforce within their respective limits all local, police, sanitary 
and other regulations which they may deem needful and requisite for 
their welfare and that of their inhabitants. The Constitution has, 
by direct grant, vested in them plenary power to provide and 
enforce such police, sanitary, and other local regulations as they 
may determine shall be necessary for the health, peace, comfort, and 
happiness of their inhabitants, provided such regulations do not 
conflict with general laws."47 
46county of Plumas v. Wheeler, (supra), 149 C. 758. 




In Langridge Estates v. City of Los Angeles (1960) 183 C.A.2d 533, 
the court upheld an "outlet sev;er charge" at the rate of $400 per acre 
charged to a subdivision. The court reasoned that the construction, 
maintenance, and repairs of sewers and storm drains was a valid exercise 
of police power in providing for the health of the people. 
"The pO\'/er to make a reasonab 1 e charge for the connection to 
and use of the sewers was a proper incident to the exercise 
of police pmter by dt~fenddnl. Lo !lr'Ovidl' tlwm.'"1B 
It should be noted, that general state law will control over a 
conflicting general law city or county regulation imposed pursuant to 
the police po\'/er. However, where the subje.ct of regulation is a 
"municipal affair" a charter city ordinance will control over 
conflicting state law.49 
3. The Public Works Power 
Article XI, Section 9, provides municipalities with a very limited 
grant of power to operate public works: 
(a) A municipal corporation may establish, purchase, and 
operate public works to furnish its inhabitants with light, 
water, power, heat, transportation, or means of cor:1muni cation. 
It may furnish those services outside its boundaries, except 
within another municipal corporation which furnishes the same 
service and does not consent. 
48Longridge Estates v. City of Los Angeles, supra, 183 C.A.2d. 
49see 5 Witkin, "Constitutional La\'J," Section 449, p. 3746. 
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The courts found Lhat this provision providPs ,HJ i111plied power 
for a municipality to charge a fee to cover the cost of the public works 
provided50 and it s also been held that 
electricity52 is a "r:1unicipal affair." 
furnishing of water51 and 
4. The Implied Powers Doctrine 
The courts ve held that in the absence of express authorization 
local govern!llents rnay take such actions as are necessarily implied from 
any grant authority. The imposition of fees by local government has 
been justified as i i ed not only from the po 1 ice power53 but from 
specific statutes.54 In addition the Government Code grants to the 
legislative bodies of cities and counties authority to perform all 
acts necessary the governance of local entities as implicitly 
authorized by codes. 55 
50ourant v. City of Beverly Hills {1940) 39 C. 2d 133. 
5 (1934) 1 C.A.2d 463. 
52Los Angeles Gas and Electric Corporation v. City of Los Angeles (1922) 
188 c. 307. 
53city of Glendale v. Tronsden, supra, 48 C.2d 93; County of Plumas v. 
Wheeler, supra, 149 C. 75. 
54Harter v. Barkley (1910) 153 C. 740. See also City of Long Beach v. 
Lisenby (1917) 175 C. 1 , where the power of a charter city to issue 
bonds for the dredging a harbor was implied from charter provisions 




ion 37112, provides "In addition to other powers, a 
pe all acts necessary or proper to carry out 
is tit e." The title ates to the governance of 
25207, provides board (of supervisors) ~ay 
acts and things required by law not enumerated 
in this part, or >vhich are necessary to the full discharge of the duties 
of legislative authority of the county (jovermnent." 
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IV. THE LEGAL AFTERMATH OF PROPOSITION 13 
Against this background of local government's ability to impose 
taxes, assessments, and fees, Proposition 13 interjected its mandate that 
special taxes be approved by a two-thirds vote of the electorate: 
Cities, counties and special districts, by a two-thirds vote 
of the qualified electors of such district, may impose special 
taxes on such district, except ad valorem taxes on real property 
or a transaction tax or sales tax on the sale of real property 
within such city, county, or special district.56 
The purpose of this section is to examine what levies constitute 
"special taxes" under this constitutional provision and to determine how 
this requirement alters the pre-Proposition 13 powers described above. 
A. ARpellate Cases Subsequent to the Enactment of Proposition 13 
There has been one Supreme Court and four Courts of Appeal decisions 
interpreting Section 4 of Article XIIr.57 
In Amador Valley Joint Union High School District v. State Board of 
constitutional challenqes to l'ropo·;ition 13. In doinq so, the Cour-t 
56california Constitution Article XIII A, Section 4. 
57rt should be noted that appellate court decisions are not binding on 
other districts or even on other divisions within a district. Swinerton 
and Welberg Company v. In lewood-Los An eles Count C.C. Authorit 
(1974) 40 C.A.3d 98,101; People v. Yeats 1977 66 C.A.3d 874, 879. 
However, a Court of Appeal will often defer to the decision of another 
district or division. La Com. v. Pac. G. and E. ComRany (1955) 
132 C.A.2d 144, 118. Of course, a decision of an appellate court is 
binding on the Superior Courts. Auto Equity Sales v. SuRerior Court 
{1962) 57 C.2d 450, 455. 
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provided an analytical framework for lower court consideration of future 
challenges to this section. This analysis is noteworthy in several 
respects. 
First, the court dcknowled<Jf'd thP uncertdinties and ambiguities in 
the actual language of the proposition and indicated the appropriate 
method of construction was a resort to the intent of the drafters of the 
amendments: 
Acknowledging as we must that Article XIII A in a number of 
particulars is imprecise and ambiguous, nonetheless, we do 
not conclude that it is so vague as to be unenforceable. 
Rather, in the usual manner, the various uncertainties and 
ambiguities may be clarified or resolved in accordance with 
several other generally accepted rules of construction in 
interpreting similar enactments. Thus, California courts 
have held that constitutional and other enactments rnust receive 
liberal, practical common-sense construction which will meet 
changed conditions and the growing needs of the people. 
[citations] A constitutional amendment should be construed in 
accordance with the natural and ordinary meaning of its words. The 
literal language of enactments may be disregarded to avoid absurd 
results and to fulfill the apparent intent of the framers. 
Most importantly apparent ambiguities frequently may .be resolved by 
Uw contelllj)(WdrH•ous con~;truction of Lh<' LP(]isLJttn-P <W of the 
administrative agencies charged with implementing the new 
enactment. [citations]. In addition, when, as here the 






arguments and analysis presented to the electorate in con-
nection with a particular measure may be helpful in deter-
mining the probable meaning of uncertain language. [citations].58 
The court also indicated that the main purpose of the proposition 
was property tax relief and that the article must be construed as a 
whole to effect that purpose. 
Our analysis of Article XIII A convinces us that the several 
elements of that article ••• are both reasonably germane to, 
and functionally related in furtherance of, a common under-
lying purpose, namely, effective real property tax relief • 
••• Since any tax savings resulting from the operation of 
Sections 1 and 2 could be \tithdrawn or depleted by addi-
tional or increased state or local levies of other than prop-
erty taxes, Sections 3 and 4 combine to place restrictions 
upon the imposition of such taxes. Although Sections 3 and 
4 do not pertain so 1 e 1 y to the matter of property taxation, 
both sections, in combination with Sections 1 and 2, are 
reasonably germane and functionally related to the general 
subject of property tax relief.59 
The first case in which Section 4 was directly challenged was 
County of Fresno v. Malmstrom (1979) 94 C.A.3d 974. In Malmstrom the 
county sought to require its treasurer and assessor to serve notices of 
58Amador Valley Joint Union High School District v. State Board of 
Equalization, supra, 22 C.3d at 245. 
59Id., pp. 230-231. 
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assessment on property owners in the county and to collect the 
assessments for the construction of streets in a subdivision. The 
assessor had refused to db so, in part, on the grounds that the 
assessment made pursuant to Streets and Highway Code, Sections 10404 and 
10603, was a "special tax." The court rejected this contention noting 
that the purpose of Section 4 was to limit local government's ability to 
replace the reduced property taxes with other types of taxes. "However, 
special assessments are not general taxes but rather used to confer 
special benefit upon the parcels cha for the improvements. u60 
In dictum. the court observf. that: 
A 'special tax' is a tax collected and earmarked for a special 
purpose, rather than being deposited in a general fund. [citations] • 
••. A special assessment is distinguishable from a property-related 
special tax by the fact that a specia1 assessment, being a 
charge for ts conferred upon the property, cannot exceed 
the benefits the assessed property receives from the 
improvement; a speci a 1 tax on rea 1 property need not so specif-
ically benefit the taxed property. [citations].61 
60county of Fresno v. Malmstrom, supra, 94 C.A.3d at 983. 
6lrd., pp. 983-984. In Solvang Municipal Improvement District v. Board 
of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara, 1980, 112 C.A.3d 545, 
the court held that ial assessments for local improvements which 
directly benefit the property assessed do not come within the 
one limitation on valorem real property taxes of 





In Mills v. County of Trinity (1980) 108 C.A.3d 656, a taxpayer 
challenged the county over an action of its Board of Supervisors raising 
certain fees and imposing new fees for county services in processing 
subdivision, zoning, and other land use applications on the grounds that 
it was a special tax which had been improperly levied since it had not 
been approved by a two-thirds vote of the electorate. The appellate 
court held that the trial court had erred in ruling that the ne\v and 
increased fees were "special taxes" as a matter of law • 
• •• The trial court construed 'tax' in its broadest meaning 
holding that, as used in Section 4 of Article XIII A, it 
'includes all charges, hoHever labeled, which are to exact 
money for the support of government or for public purposes.' 
However, were we to accept the trial court's broad 
definition, the initiative me.:tsure as so construed would 
prohibit any increase in fees for governmental activities 
conferring a direct benefit on the specific individual who 
is charged for such benefit without the prior approval of 
two-thirds of the electors. In other words, a county would 
be poHerless to raise charges for proprietary functions such 
as hospital services, public transportation, and garbage 
collection without the two-thirds stamp of approval. We do 
not believe that the state electors intended to put local 
government in such a fiscal straight jacket.62 
G!Mills v. County of Trinity, supra, 108 C.A.3d at 660. 
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The court concluded: 
'Special taxes' under Article XIII A, Section 4 ••• do not embrace 
fees for land use regulatory activities where the fees charged to 
particular applicants do not exceed the reasonable cost of the 
regulatory activities and are not levied for unrelated revenue 
purposes.63 
In so holding, the court avoided defining special taxes, implicitly 
declining to adopt one definition offered by the Malmstrom court. 
In Trent Meredith Inc. v. Ci 114 C.A.3d 317, 
the court held that the imposition on developers of a requirement of land 
dedications or fees in-lieu thereof for the support of schools was not a 
special tax. The court determined that the purpose of Government Code, 
Section 65970, et seq., which authorized the charge was to alleviate 
the overcrowding in school districts that was caused by new develop-
ments. 
In so holding, the court expressly rejected the narrow meaning of 
"special tax" given by the Malmstrom court as we11 as the definition 
offered by an Attorney General's opinion which would have included as 
special taxes new or additional tax imposed for revenue purposes.64 
The Malmstrom court's definition of "special tax" as any special purpose 
tax was rejected because, "If the ••. definition of 'special taxes' were 
6 3 I b 'i d, p. 6 63 




valid, it could easily be avoided by depositing the exactions in the 
general fund."65 The Attorney General's definition was rejected as 
overly broad because "it fails to consider the regulatory nature of 
fees, upon whom the fee is imposed and the purpose of the fee."66 
The court concluded that the dedication of land or payment of fees 
as a imposition on the "privilege" of developing land did not constitute 
a "special tax." Instead, it reasoned that the overcrowding of schools 
was a valid subject of police power regulation. The exactions were not 
taxes because the legislation required that the exactions be limited to 
an amount of land or fees which bear a reasonable relationship to the 
need generated by the subdivision. 
Finally, in City and County of San Francisco v. Farrell (1981) 
116 C.A.3d 350, the court held that an increase in an existing business 
tax designed to generate revenues for the city's general fund was 
invalid as an imposition of a "special tax" inasmuch as it was approved 
by only 55 percent of the voters. In reaching this conclusion the court 
noted that there v1as no clear meaning to the term "special tax" in case 
law and that the term could be applied only with reference to the intent 
of the drafters in framing and the voters in enacting the proposition. 
The court observed that while the primary purpose of the propos it ion was 
to effect property tax relief it had the more general purpose of 
1 imiting general goverm:1ent spending. Section 4 effects this purpose by 
1 imiting local goverm:1ent's ability to replace funds reduced by the pro-
perty tax limitation. 
65Trent Meredith Inc. v. City of Oxnard, supra, 114 C.A.3d at 324. 
66rd. p. 9. 
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••• Mindful that the general purpose of Article XIII A was to pro-
vide for a reduction in government spending and to impose 
constraints- however draconian- on the ability of local govern-
ment to replace funds merely by shifting to other tax sources, we 
are convinced that sustaining the tax at issue would mark the first 
crack in the v~all of tax reform contemplated by Proposition 13, 
vwuld lead to the creation of a loophole nearly as large as the 
v-tall itself, and would flout the public will as v1e understand it to 
have been expressed in the subject initiative. 
In sum, \ve think the substance of the subject business tax rather 
than its form, or nomenclature, is determinative, and that it is 
such a tax as the California electorate intended to be enacted only 
upon a vote of two-thirds of the voters of the local government 
involved. If it were not so, one need hardly emphasize the case 
and frequency with which precisely those taxes usually most 
vigorously resisted - general taxes from vthich no specific tangible 
benefit is derived by the taxpayer- would be permitted to 'soften' 
the blov1 imposed by the 'legislative battering ram' of Article XIII A. 
[citation].67 
The court also held that charter cities, as well as general law 
cities are subject to the special tax limitation. 
The California Supreme Court has agreed to hear an appeal in the 
Farrell case and if the court chooses to rule in the matter, a defini-
tive answer to these issues may result. 




B. Subsequent Legislative Enactments 
Subsequent to the passage of Proposition 13 the Legislature 
enacted several statutes enabling local goverm~ents to impose "special 
taxes," assessments, and fees. Three such statutes are noteworthy for 
this analysis. Two statutes provide for the innovative use of special 
assessment procedures in that they authorize assessments for the 
financing of the maintenance of improvements and of services. The third 
bill authorizes cities to impose special taxes • 
AB 549, Chapter 261 (Statutes of 1979), amended several statutes 
relating to benefit assessments. A part of the bill authorizes the levy 
of special assessments for the maintenance of services rather than the 
construction of improvements. Section 60401 was added to the Government 
Code enabling flood control districts to levy an assessment on each par-
cel of real property in the district "on the basis of estimated benefit 
sufficient to cover the cost not otherwise offset by other available 
revenue of providing flood control services within the district. •• " The 
benefit received is authorized to be determined on the basis of the pro-
portionate storm water runoff frrna each parcel. 
The bill also added Section 1550.4 to the Streets and Highways 
Code authorizing boards of supervisors to impose, as an alternative to 
the property tax for road maintenance, "an assessJilent on each parcel of 
real property within the district on the basis of estimated benefit suf-
ficient to cover the cost, not otherwise offset by other available reve-
nue, of installing, operating and maintaining street lights within the 
district. •• " (emphasis added) 
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AB 618, Chapter 397 (Statutes of 1979), enacted Government Code, 
Section 53970, authorizing cities, counties, and other local agencies to 
impose "standby" or "availability charges for the purpose of providing 
police and fire suppression services \'lhere such charges are approved by 
a two-thirds vote of the electorate. In substance the availability 
charge resembles an assessment. Section 53973(b) provides that the 
legislative body of the local government may establish a schedule of 
charges based on the value of the benefits to such parcel. The bill 
also e1apov1ers local governments to levy a special tax for the same pur-
pose with a two-thirds vote of the electorate. 
SB 785, Chapter 903 (Statutes of 1979), enacted Government Code, 
Section 50075, et seq., providing blanket authorization for general law 
cities and counties to levy special taxes with a two-thirds vote of the 
electorate but without additional statutory authorization. Although it 
has been argued that Article XIII A, Section 4 is self-executing68 so 
that no legislative authorization is required for a general la\'1 city or 
to render Lhe question t:toot. 
The bill is also important ·in that it provides a definition of what 
is not a special tax. 
As used in this article, 'special tax' shall not include any fee 
which does not exceed the reasonable cost of providing the service 
or regulatory activity for which the is charged and which is 
68Naur:1an, "Local Government ng Authority Under Proposition 13" 




Both the Malmstrom and Mills courts relied on this definition as a 
contemporaneous legislative statement of the meaning of special taxes in 
determining that the term did not encompass either fees or special 
assessments. 
r.. 5un~nary of Lo~al (~overnnlNJt's l~f'VPrlllP Raising /\hi1iii0s l\ft_Pr 
P_r:(~.P_OS it i.<~n _I :l 
From the above discussion it is possible to summarize the current 
status of local government's revenue raising powers. 
1. All cities and counties may impose reasonable fees to cover the 
cost of services or regulation or one exercise of a privilege 
granted by government. While the codes often expressly authorize 
the levying of fees the power to charge fees may also be implied 
from other legislative grants of power. Neither express legisla-
tive enactments nor the approval of the voters is required. Mills 
and Trent Meredith hold that this power, at least as it emanates 
from the police power, is not adversely affected by Article XIII A. 
2. Pursuant to the taxing power general law cities and counties 
may impose special assessments when authorized by a legislative 
enactment. Neither class of local government need obtain a vote of 
the electorate unless required to do so by the legislation which 
authorizes assessment. However, the amount of the assessment must 
be reasonably related to the benefit conferred upon the real prop-
erty assessed. Malmstrom holds that this power was unaffected by 
/\rticle XIIT /\. Since, under ~~~fl!.~_trom, the assessment-levying 
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powers of general law cities anrl counties are unaffected because 
assessments are not taxes, it follows that Article XIII A does not 
adversely affect the power of charter cities to levy assessments 
under their municipal affairs pm>~cr-. 
3. All municipalities may impose reasonable charges related to the 
limited services which may be provided under the public works 
pmver. Neither legislative enactment nor a vote of the electorate 
is required. Although this power is untested in light of 
Article XIII A, it seems unlikely that it v~ould be affected by 
Section 4 inasmuch as charges levied under this po1'1er have never 
been labeled taxes. 
4. General law cities and counties may irnpose or increase "special 
taxes" with a two-thirds vote of the electorate but without addi-
tional legislative approval of the specific tax. The only charge 
deternined to constitute a "special tax" is an increase in a busi-
ness license tax. Government Code, Section 50075, et seq., provides 
a blanket authorization for local government to impose such taxes. 
In addition, Art ic 1 e X I II A, Section 4 may itself provide suf-
ficient authority for the levying of special taxes without legisla-
tive approval. However, counties and general law cities continue 
to require legislative authorization to impose taxes which are not 
"special taxes." The term "special tax" has not yet been judi-
cially defined. It may yet be determined that there are no taxes 
levi by local goverm;-;ent which do not constitute special taxes. 
2() 
5. Charter cities may impose or increase "special taxes" only with 
approval of a two-thirds vote of the electorate. They may impose 
taxes which are not "special taxes" without legislative approval 
and without voter approval. 
V. THE MAJOR UNRESOLVED LEGAL ISSUES AFTER PROPOSITION 13 
Although the statements above swmilari ze the affirmative powers of 
local government to raise revenues after the passage of Proposition 13, 
two closely related legal questions re1:1ain unanswered. First, what 
constitutes a "special tax?" There is as yet no comprehensive defini-
tion of the term. Instead, the courts and the Legislature are arriving 
at a definition primarily by determining what charges do not constitute 
special taxes. 
Second, the courts' determination that special assessments and fees 
are not included within the definition of "special taxes" and, as 
discussed beloH, are also exe1~1pt from certain limitations on government 
spending imposed by the Gann Initiative, has posed the issue of how far 
local government will be able to go in the use of fee and assessment 
procedures for financing 1 oca l services. 
A. The Meaning of "Special Tax" 
There are two major theories of the meaning of the term "special 
tax." The first theory, embodied in dictum in Malmstrom, suggests that 
a special tax is a tax for a special purpose. Alternatively, as the 
Legislative Counsel and others have proposed, a special tax may mean any 
charge exceeding the cost of the service provided or benefit conferred 
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by the governmental agency or service. HO\vever, the appellate courts 
which have interpreted the term have avoided adopting either of these 
theories and have instead examined each contested charge in light of the 
judicially construed intent of the drafters of the proposition. 
1. The Special-Purpose Approach 
In Malmstrom, the court, in dictum, stated that "a 'special tax' is 
a tax collected and earmarked for a special purpose, rather than being 
deposited in a 9eneral fund."69 In so statinq. the court cited only 
two cases out of a host of cases using the term special taxes. Both of 
these cases, City of San Diego v. Atlas Hotels, Inc. (1967) 252 C.A.2d 
591, and City of Glendale v. Trondsen (1957) 48 C.2d 93, are concerned 
with the construction of city charter provisons. In Trondsen the 
court upheld a transient room tax against a challenge that such a tax 
was forbidden by the city charter provision that "special taxes" could 
only be authorized by the charter. The court held that within the con-
text of the charter a "special tax" meant an ad valorem special purpose 
property tax. In Atlas Hotels the court noted the similarities between 
the charter, there at issue and that in Trondsen, and held that the 
Glendale City Charter use of the term also referred only to property 
taxes. 
It is unlikely that the very limited approach to the definition of 
"special taxes" contained in Malmstrom will, by itself, be persuasive 
vlith other courts. It rnay be notevwrthy that neither the Mills nor 
Trent Meredith courts relied on this definition. 





2. "Special Tax" as All Revenue-Producing Charges 
The alternative theory that the term "special tax" as used in 
Article XIII A means any charges which exceed the cost of the service or 
benefit conferred has been advanced by the Legi slat i ve Counsel and the 
Attorney General. 
The Legislative Counsel, in an advisory opinion to Senator Milton 
Marks, opined that, 
Any general tax (or assessment) imposed by a county, city, or 
special district to raise revenues for its general fund will 
require a two-thirds vote.70 
The opinion also concluded that fees and assessments limited to the 
cost of the service or benefits conferred were not special taxes. In 
reaching this result the Legislative Counsel relied on its estimate that 
the comments of the Legislative Analyst in the Voters Pamphlet for the 
June 1978 Election "seems to indicate that 'special taxes' could include 
~new taxes ••• "71 and its opinion that such a construction is 
necessary to effect Proposition 13's purpose of property tax relief as 
interpreted by the court in Amador Valley. 
The Attorney General has reached a similar conclusion • 
It is our conclusion, frrnn the ballot argument and from the 
purposes and objectives of Article XIII A, that the term 
'special tax<'s' as u~;(~d in Section 4 refers to any m~w or 
increased exactions imposed by a city, county, or special 
70ops. Cal. Legis. Counsel, No. 16240 (November 13, 1978) "Article XIII A 
Srecial Taxes, Assessments, Fees" p. 21. 
71rd, 11 • 19. 
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district for revenue purposes. Any narrower construction would, as 
noted by the court in Amador Valley, allow the basic tax relief 
obtained to be subverted and lost contrary to the intent of the 
people in enacting Article XIII A.72 
The impact of this definition is illustrated in other Attorney 
General advisory opinions. The Attorney General has concluded that a 
fee imposed on new housing construction in-lieu of 15 percent of the new 
construction being made affordable for low and average income households 
\'/as a special tax.73 This conclusion rested on findings that the fee 
v1as not itself a regulatory measure nor was it tied to the cost of regu-
lation pursuant to an exercise of the police power. Instead, the intent 
appearing in the ordinance was to raise revenues to be used for housing 
subsidies. He has also found that the school impact fee authorized 
under Government Code, Section 65974, is a special tax.74 This section 
allows local governments to require a dedication of land or the payment 
of fees or both by developers. Relying on the statement of legislative 
intent accompanying the enabling legislation he concluded that the pur-
pose of the fee was to substitute for revenue traditionally available 
through property taxes so that the charge constituted a tax. However, 
this opinion was expressly rejected by the court in Trent Meredith.75 
7262 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 673, 686 (1979). 
73rd. 
7462 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 254 (1979). 




By contrast, the Attorney General found that a section of the 
Subdi vi son t1ap Act authorizing a city or county to impose a charge on a 
developer to defray the cost of constructing bridges and thoroughfares 
in the subdivision was comparable to a special assessment rather than a 
tax.76 This conclusion rested on the characteristics of the charge that 
(1) it apportioned the cost of future improvements on a benefit basis, 
(2) it levied against the subdivider's land only so much of the cost as 
was attributable to the benefits conferred, and (3) the funds acquired 
by the fee were to be segregated and used solely for the designated 
improvements. The opinion also noted that the provision contained 
typical assessment protest procedures. 
3. Judicial Construction of the Term "Special Tax" 
Although the Malmstrom court offered a definition of the term 
"special tax" both that court77 and the Farrell78 court acknowledged 
that the term has no commonly understood meaning.79 For this reason, 
each of the courts construing the term have followed the instructions of 
the Supreme Court in Amador Valley80 and have sought to determine the 
intent of the drafters in framing, and the voters in enacting, the pro-
position. 
7662 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 663 (1979). 
77county of Fresno v. Malmstrom, supra, 94 C.A.3d at 983. 
78city and County of San Francisco v. Farrell, supra, 116 C.A.3d at 356. 
79see generally, Nauman, supra, 62 Ops. Cal. Atty Gen. 673 (1979): 
Biondo, Vincent F. Jr. and Daneil S. Hentschke "An Analysis of the 
Special Tax Limitation of Article XIII A." League of California 
Cities, 1979. 
80Amador Valley Joint Union High School District v. State Board of 
Equalization, supra, 22 C.3d at 245. 
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The Amador court that the initiative's primary purpose was 
ief However, Malmstrom court concluded that, in 
addition, 
•• The initiative was aimed at cutting general governmental funds 
and itures. Section 4 of that constitutional provision is 
aimed at limiting local governments' ability to replace funds 
reduced by ot 
of taxes.82 
sections of the article shifting to other types 
This construction of purpose the proposition, that it was 
primarily aimed at affording property tax reli but more generally 
aimed at limitin l expend tures was followed in both Mi1ls83 
and Farrell 84 In Trent Meredith court concluded only that the ini-
tiative i to provi property tax rel i 
In each the cases challenging the levy of specific charges 
as an invalid levy of a spec al 
charge in 1i of the 
those rges which 
of 
d enable 1 
government 
of course, was 
ng are lik y to 
result in Farrel 
courts have evaluated the 
proposition. Under this analysis, 
governments to engage in general 
to be special taxes. This, 
a iness tax increase 
C A.3d at 983. 
at 662. 
, 116 C.A.3d at 357. 
supra, 114 C.A.3d at 324-325. 
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expressly intended to provide revenue for the city's general fund was 
found to constitute a srecial tax. By contrast, those charges which are 
limited to the cost of the service or benefit conferred by government, 
such as the special assessment and fee at issue in Malmstrom and Mills 
respectively are not special taxes because they could not support 
general government spending. The Trent Meredith holding, that an exac-
tion for the privilege of subdividing land limited to an amount of land 
or fees v1hich bear a reasonable relationship to the need for schools 
generated by the subdivision, is also consistent with this analysis 
although it provides a new source of funds for schools, \>Jhich have tra-
ditionally been funded by property taxes. 
The ultimate result of this method of determining what charges 
constitute special taxes may closely resemble the theory advanced by the 
Legislative Counsel and the Attorney General. 
B. The Limits of the Use of Fees and Special Assessments 
The final unresolved issue after Proposition 13 is the extent to 
which new and innovative fees and assessments may be used to finance 
local government. An issue of particular importance will be the extent 
to v1hich special assessments may be levied for the maintenance of public 
improvements and for city-wide improvements such as museums or pol ice 
and fire stations. 
As discussed above, the use of special assessments has tradi-
tionally been confined to the construction of public improvements such 
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as sewers, streets, parks, ornaments.86 The exemption of special 
assessments i rement electorate suggests 
that cities and counties are likely to attempt the use of special 
assessments to nance maintenance of existing improvements as well 
as to finance new city-wide improvements previously supported through 
general tax revenues and city services, such as police or fire 
suppression. 
The use of assessments for maintenance services has some prece-
dent. Government Code, Section 5820, et seq., provides for maintenance 
dist cts for sanitary sewers and street li improvements • 
However, • Section 5830, allows Board of Supervisors of 
a "special tax rate" and "special assessment tax" 
thereby ing it s repealed by the property tax provi-
sions ition 13. maintenance assessment districts also 
di itional assessments in that do not create liens 
against real pro are not nanced bonds. 
ing 1903, Streets and Highways 
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The 1972 Landscape and Lighting 1\ct, Government Code, Section 22500, 
provides for the use of traditional assessment procedures to finance 
landscape and lighting public improvements. However, Section 22525(e) 
defines improvements as: 
The maintenance or servicing. or both of installation or planting 
of landscaping, installation and construction of statuary foun-
tains, and other ornamental structures and facilities; public 
lighting facilities installation or construction of any facilities 
which are appurtenant •••• (emphasis added) 
As discussed above, the essential element of a special assessment 
is that the public improvement confer a special benefit upon the prop-
erty to be charged. The question of hov1 general a benefit may be con-
ferred by the pub 1 i c improvement before it becomes inappropriate to use 
special assessment procedures cannot be definitively answered but may be 
illustrated by reference to tvw cases, one of which found a special 
h!'tH~f'H ,md orH' of which did not. 
In Harrison v. Board of Supervisor {1975) 44 C.A.3d 852, the court 
concluded that a storm sewer assessment did not confer a special benefit 
upon owners of property in the hills not abutting the sewers. The 
assessment district had argued that the benefit conferred on those 
owners was the prevention of street flooding. The court concluded: 
The theory on v-thich the benefit was presented at the adninistrative 
hearing was that the general area would benefit by relief of the 
traffic problems and that those who contribute to the problem 
should contribute to the solution. It is conclurled •.. that this is 
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not a showing of a special benefit to the assessed property. The 
facilitation of traffic is of general benefit to the community 
and, thus, if repair and maintenance expenses alone are involved 
these are not charged to abutting property owners. [citation]. 
The fact that the traffic problems are seen as caused, not by the 
rain, but by the property from where the rainwaters drain, is not a 
basis for levying a special assessment according to the special 
benefit rule.87 
By contrast, in Federal Construction Co. v. Ensign (1922) 59 C.A. 200, 
the court upheld the use of special assessment to fund ,J city-vlide 
improvement. 
The city had levied an assessment to reconstruct the city•s sewage 
disposal plant on an assessment district which was coextensive with the 
city limits. The court upheld the use of assessment procedures for a 
sewage system that would serve the entire city against a challenge that 
the improvement could not provide a special benefit to property owners. 
The court observed, 
It is, however, no objection to the validity of an assessment that 
the improvement benefits the public, provided it also confers a 
special local benefit upon the property to be assessed. 
Improvements of this sort necessarily must have a dual aspect - an 
aspect of general benefit to the public as well as one of peculiar 
local benefit to the lot owners. To invalidate the assessment the 
general public benefit must be the only result of the improvement.88 
87Harrison v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 44 C.A.3d at 858. 
88Federal Construction Co. v. Ensign, supra, 59 C.A. at 210. 
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These cases are potentially reconcilable in that a general benefit 
may be conferred so long as the assessment district is coextensive with 
the more general benefit. It may a1 so be that the cases simply repre-
sent different approaches to the question of whether a special benefit 
exists. 
The limits placed on the innovative use of assessments procedures 
may be imposed by the approach of the courts in those cases concluding 
that special assessments were not subject to the limitations imposed by 
/\rt ic I e X r r I /\. Both the M~1_!l!_strom and So 1 vang court reasoned that 
because special assessments must confer a special benefit on the prop-
erty assessed the purpose of Proposition 13, property tax relief, would 
not be served by limiting the use of special assessments. However, the 
court in Solvang clearly indicated what it believed to be the limits of 
this analysis. 
We add a word of caution to taxing entities which might be tempted 
to use the special assessment exclusion as a means to circumvent 
the tax limitation of Article XIII A. Our opinion excluding spe-
cial assessments, including those assessed on a fixed, variable, 
ad valorem, or other basis, from the 1 percent limitation of 
Section 1 applies only to true special assessments designed to 
directly benefit the real property assessed and make it more 
valuable. [citation]. Ordinarily, levies to meet general expenses 
of the taxing entity and to construct facilities to serve the 
general public, such as fire stations, police stations, and 
schools, may not be transformed fron general ad valoret7l taxes to 
37 
special assessments by a mere change in the name of the levy. 
[citation]. In income tax matters the courts have had little dif-
ficulty distinguishing special assessments from general taxes and 
vie think the same will be true in the operation of Article XIII A.89 
The limits to the use of "fees" as a mechanism to finance municipal 
services are also unknown. The distinction between fees and taxes has 
previously been of legal importance only in a very limited set of 
circumstances.90 Hhether it will be possible to devise charges for 
government services which have traditionally been financed through 
general tax revenues remains to be seen. 
VI. PROPOSITION 4: THE GANN INITIATIVE 
Although the primary subject of this paper is the ability of local 
governments to raise revenue in light of Proposition 13, some attention 
is appropriately given to how the passage of Proposition 4, now 
Article XIII B of the Constitution, will affect local government powers. 
Briefly stated, Article XIII B of the Constitution will limit both 
state and local goverm'ilents' "annnual appropriations subject to 
limitation" to the prior year's total appropriation with adjustments in 
the limit for changes in population and the cost-of-living. The 
Legislature has determined that the base year shall be the 1978-79 
fiscal year.91 The amendment contains three notable aspects pertinent 
to the discussion of local government revenue-producing powers. 
89solvang Municipal Improvement District v. Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Santa Barbara, supra, 112 C.A.3d at 557. 
90see Hingate, "An Analysis of Fees v. Taxes Under Proposition 13," 
League of California Cities, 1979 
91ss 1352, Chapter 1205 (Statutes of 1980). 
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First, under Section 6, if the Legislature or any state agency 
mandates a new program or a higher level of service for an existing 
program, ~'lith certain exceptions, the state must reimburse the 1 oca 1 
government for those expenses incurred. 
Second, included in the "annual appropriations subject to 
limitation" are "proceeds of lctxes." Section H, Subdivision (c) defines 
this term. 
'Proceeds of taxes' shall include, but not be restricted to 
all tax revenues and the proceeds to an entity of government, 
from (1) regulatory licenses, user charges and user fees to the 
extent that such proceeds exceed the costs reasonably borne by 
such entity in providing the regulation, product, or service ••• 
(Emphasis added) 
Thus, to the extent that local government can reasonably impose a 
fee to cover the cost of a new service it not only avoids the mandate of 
Article XIII A, Section 4 that a two-thirds vote of the electorate is 
required for approval but also excludes the aggregate amount of such 
charges from its appropriations limit. Local government, therefore, has 
a double incentive to develop fee structures for such services. 
There is not a comparable incentive to shift the cost of current 
services from taxes to user chargers unless the city is substantially 
below the appropriations limitation. Section 3, Subdivision (3) provides: 
In the event that ••• the financial source for the provision 
of services is transf~rred, in whole or in part, from other 
revenues of an entity of government, to regulatory 1 i censes, 
user charges or user fees, then for the year of such transfer 
the appropriations limit of such entity of government shall be 
decreased accordingly. 
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Therefore, a local government could not make room in its 
appropriations limit for the growth of some services by shifting the 
cost of other services to user fees. 
In County of Placer v. Corin (1980) 113 C.A.3d at 443, the court 
held that special assessments and the appropriations from assessment 
taxes \'/ere not intended to be "proceeds of taxes" included in the cate-
gory of "annual appropriations subject to limitations." The court also 
held that a federal grant obtained to pay half the cost of making the 
required acquisitions and improvements in a sewer project were not pro-
ceeds of taxes. Consequently, the imposition of a special assessment 
will avoid both the voter approval requirement of Article XIII A and the 
spending limitation of Article XIII B. 
VI I. CONCLUSION 
The courts have still not conclusively determined the meaning of 
the term "special taxes" as it is used in Article XIII A. It seems 
likely that the courts will continue analyzing each charge at issue in 
light of the purpose of the initiative. Under this analysis, charges 
which are general governmental taxes rather than constituting a fee on 
assessment for a specific service, privilege, or benefit will be found to 
be special taxes. The revenue produced by a special tax will be 
included in the "appropriations subject to limitation" mandated by 
Article XIII B. Consequently, even if a local government is able to 
levy a special tax it may be unable to spend this revenue unless it cur-
tails other spending or pursuant to Section 4 of Article XIII B, it 
obtains a vote of the electorate changing the appropriations limit for a 
period of up to four years. 
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By contrast, local goverm;1ents may levy fees which offset the cost 
of the service provided without voter approval and without subjecting 
the expenditure of funds so raised to the spending limitations imposed 
by Article XIII B. Special assessments may also be levied without voter 
approval and without subjecting the revenue from the assessments to the 
spending limitations. Special assessments will require legislative 
authorization for general la\1/ cities and counties, whereas, charter cities 
may impose assessments without such authorization. 
In light of the legal context described above it is apparent that 
there is significant incentive for local govermnent to develop fees and 
assessments to finance local services. It can safely be assumed that, 
over time, local governments will devise charges that will test the 
limits of the legal definition of both fees and special assessments. 
The ultimate impact of Article XIII A on local government's revenue-
raising powers will only be determined as local governments levy novel 











Article XIII A 
SECTION 1. Ad Valorer;-~ Tax on Real Property; Maximum Amount 
Section 1. (a) The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on real 
property shall not exceed one percent (1%) of the full cash value of 
such property. The one percent (1%) tax to be collected by the counties 
and apportioned according to law to the districts within the counties. 
(b) The limitation provided for in subdivision (a) shall not apply 
to ad valorem taxes or special assessments to pay the interest and 
redemption charges on any indebtedness approved by the voters prior to 
the time this section becomes effective. 
SECTION 2. Full Cash Value; Full Cash Value Base 
Section 2. (a) The full cash value means the county assessor's 
valuation of real property as shown on the 1975-76 tax bi 11 under "full 
cash value" or, thereafter, the appraised value of real property when 
purchased, newly constructed, or a change in ownership has occurred 
after the 1975 assessment. All real property not already assessed up to 
the 1975-76 full cash value may be reassessed to reflect that valuation • 
For purposes of this section, the term "newly constructed" shall not 
include real property which is reconstructed after a disaster, as 
declared by the Governor, where the fair market value of such real 
property, as reconstructed, is comparable to its fair market value 
prior to the disaster. 
(b) The full cash value base may reflect from year to year the 
inflationary rate not to exceed 2 percent for any given year or reduc-
t ion as shown in the Consumer Price Index or co1~pa rab l e data for the 
area under taxing ju sdiction, or may be reduced to reflect substantial 
damage, destruction or other factors causing a decline in value. 
SECTION 3. Changes in State Taxes Enactments to Increase Revenues; 
Imposition 
Section 3. From and after the effective date of this article, any 
changes in state taxes enacted for the purpose of increasing revenues 
collected pursuant, thereto, whether by increased rates or changes in 
methods of computation must be imposed by an Act passed by not less than 
two-thirds of all members elected to each of the two houses of the 
Legislature, except that no new ad valorem taxes on real property, or 
sales or transaction taxes on the sales of real property may be imposed. 
SECTION 4. Special Taxes; Imposition 
Section 4. Cities, counties, and special districts, by a two-thirds 
vote of the qualifi electors of such district, may impose special 
taxes on such dis l r i ct, except ad va 1 on~1:1 ldxe on rea 1 pro[Jerty or a 
transaction tax or sales tax on the sale of real property within such 
ci , county, or ial district. 
SECTION ive Date of Article 
Section 5. is article shall take effect for the tax year 
inni on July 1 llowing the passage of this amendment, except 




Section 6. If any section, part, clause, or phrase hereof is for any 
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional, the remaining sections 










Art i c 1 e X II I B 
SECTION 1. Total Annual ations; Amount Not to Exceed Limit of 
Prior Year; Adjustments 
Section 1. The tot appropriations subject to limitation 
of the state of each local government shall not exceed the 
appropriations limit of such entity of government for the prior year 
adjusted for changes in the cost-of-living and population, except as 
otherwise, provided in this article. 
SECTION 2. Disposition of Excess Revenues Received; Revision of Tax 
Rates and Fee Schedules 
Section 2. Revenues received by any entity of government in excess 
of that amount which is appropriated by such entity in compliance with 
this article during the fiscal year shall be returned by a revision of 
tax r<~tes or fee sched1lles within thP m~xt two subsequent fiscal years. 
SECTION 3. Adjustment of Appropriation Limits; Trans r of Financial 
Responsibility; Emergency 
Section 3. The appropriations limit for any fiscal year pursuant 
to Section 1 shall be adjusted as follows: 
(a) In the event that the financial responsibility of providing ser-
vices is transferred, in vthole or in part, whether by annexation, incor-
porat ion or otherwise, from one entity of government to another, then 
for the year in which such transfer becomes effective the appropriations 
limit of the transferee entity shall be increased by such reasonable 
amount as the said entities shall mutually agree and the appropriations 
1 irni t of the transferor entity shall be decreased by the same amount. 
(b) In the event that the financial responsibility of providing 
services is transferred, in whole or in part, from an entity of govern-
ment to a private entity, or the financial source for the provision of 
services is transferred, in whole or in part, from other revenues of an 
entity of government, to regulatory licenses, user charges or user fees, 
then for the year of such transfer the appropriations 1 i mit of such 
entity of government shall be decreased accordingly. 
(c) In the event of an emergency, the appropriation limit may be 
exceeded provided that the appropriation limits in the following three 
years are reduced accordingly to prevent an aggregate increase in 
appropriations resulting from the emergency. 
SECTION 4. Establishment or Change in Appropriation Limit for New or 
Existing Entities by Electors 
Section 4. The appropriations limit imposed on any new or existing 
entity of government by this article may be established or changed by 
the electors of such entity, subject to and in conformity with constitu-
tional and statutory voting requirements. The duration of any such 
change shall be as determined by said electors, but shall in no event 
exceed four years from the most recent vote of said electors creating or 
continuing such change. 
SECTION 5. Establishment of Funds by Each Entity of Government; 
Contributions; Withdrawals 
Section 5. Each entity of government may establish such con-
tingency, emergency, unemployment, reserve, retirement, sinking fund, 
trust, or similar funds as it shall deem reasonable and proper. 
Contributions to any such fund, to the extent that such contributions 
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are derived from the proceeds of taxes, shall for purposes of this 
article constitute appropriations subject to limitation in the year of 
contribution. Neither withdrawals from any such fund, nor expenditures 
of (or authorizations to expend) such withdrawals, nor transfers between 
or among such funds, shall for purposes of this article constitute 
appropriations subject to limitation. 
SECTION 6. New Programs or Services Mandated by Legislature or State 
Agencies; Subvention 
Section 6. Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a 
new program or higher level of service on any local government, the 
state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse such local 
government for the costs of such program or increased level of service, 
excert that the Legislature may, but neerl not, provide such subvention 
of funds for the following mandates: 
(a) Legislative mandates requested by the local agency affected; 
(b) Legislation defining a new crime or changing an existing defi-
nition of a crime; or 
(c) Legislative mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or exec-
utive orders or regulations initially implementing legislation 
enacted prior to January 1, 1975. 
SECTION 7. No Impairment of Obligation to Meet Bonded Indebtedness 
Section 7. Nothing in this article shall be construed to impair 
the ability of the state or of any local government to meet its obliga-
tions with respect to existing or future bonded indebtedness. 
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(d) "Local government" shall mean any city, county, city and 
county, school district, special district, authority, or other political 
subdivision of or within the state. 
(e) "Cost-of-living" shall mean the Consumer Price Index for United 
States as reported by the United States Department of Labor, or suc-
cessor agency of the United States Government; provided, however, that 
for purposes of Section I, the change in cost-of-living from the pre-
ceding year shall in no event exceed the change in California per capita 
personal income from said preceding year. 
(f) "Population" of ,my entity of qovc>rnment., oth<'r than a school 
district, shall be determined by a method prescribed by the Legislature, 
provided that such determination shall be revised, as necessary, to 
reflect the periodic census conducted by the United State Department of 
Commerce, or successor agency of the United States Government. The 
population of any school district shall be such school district's 
average daily attendance as determined by a method prescribed by the 
Legislature • 
(g) ''Debt service" shall mean appropriations required to pay the 
cost of interest and redemption charges, including the funding of any 
reserve or sinking fund required in connection therewith, on indebted-
ness existing or legally authorized as of January 1, 1979 or on bonded 
indebtedness thereafter approved according to law by a vote of the elec-
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SECTION 10. 
Section 10. This article shall be effective commencing with the 
first day of the fiscal year following its adoption. 
SECTION 11. 
Section 11. If any appropriation category shall be added to or 
removed from appropriations subject to limitation, pursuant to final 
judgment of any court of competent jurisdiction and any appeal 
therefrom, the appropriations limit shall be adjusted accordingly. If 
any section, part, clause, or phrase in this article is for any reason 
held invalid or unconstitutional, the remaining portions of this article 











Inventory of Legal Authority for Local Government Revenue Sources 
The following inventory of legal authority for the revenue sources 
for California cities and counties represents an initial effort by the 
Assembly Office of Research to match statutory or other authorization 
for each local government revenue source identified in the annual 
Controller's Report. The inventory is not exhaustive but addresses only 
major revenue sources. It was compiled by a process of attempting to 
match the description of the revenue source contained in the 
Controller's instructions to the cities and counties with authorizations 
contained in the codes. Because of difficulties inherent in this method 
the inventory may be incomplete. 
It should also be noted that statutory authorization is not 
necessarily required in order for a city or county to levy a charge. As 
discussed in the accompanying paper, "The Legal Authority of California 
Local Government to Raise Revenues After Proposition 13," local govern-
ments have the follovdng charge-levying powers. 
Cities and Counties Governed by General Law 
Fees: General law cities and counties may levy fees which are 
limited to the cost of regulation or other service provided without 
specific statutory authorization, although statutes frequently do 
authorize the charging of fees. 
Special Assessments: General law cities and counties must have 
authority granted by the Legislature in order to levy a "special" or 
"benefit" assessment. Special assessments are levied against real 
property to finance the construction of public improvements and must 
be levied in proportion to the benefits conferred upon the property. 
Taxes: General law cities and counties must have legislative 
authority to levy taxes. Under California Constitution Article XIII A 
and Government Code, Section 50075, general law cities and counties have 
the ability to impose "special taxes" without statutory authorization 
for the specific tax but with approval of two-thirds of the electorate. 
However, the term "special tax" is as yet undefined by the courts or the 
Legislature. 
Charter Cities 
Cities which have adopted charters pursuant to Article XI, Section 5 
of the Constitution have general authority to levy fees, assessments, and 
taxes. Where there is a conflict between the ordinance levying the 
municipal charge and general state law the courts vdll determine whether 
the subject matter of the charge is a "municipal affair," or an area of 
"statewide concern." If the subject is a municipal affair the charter 
city ordinance controls over conflicting state law. 
Because freedom of charter cities they are able to levy 
charges that general law cities and counties are unauthorized to levy, 
as utility user or admiss ons taxes. 
However. charter cities must also have voter approval (by a 2/3 




Source 1 Statutory Authorization 
PROPERTY TAXES 
NON-PROPERTY TAXES 
Sales and Use Taxes 
Transient Lodging 
Taxes 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 50, et seq. 
Since the passage of Proposition 13 of 1978, cities have not been 
allowed to levy a property tax rate except one needed to repay indebt-
edness approved by the voters prior to July 1, 1978. Cities do receive 
a share of the basic $4 tax rate levied by counties on behalf of all 
local agencies pursuant to Section 93. Allocation of these taxes are 
governed by Section 95, et seq. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7200, et seq. 
The Bradley-Burns Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law authorizes 
cities to impose a tax on the sale or use of tangible personal prop-
erty. The sales tax is imposed on the retailer for the privilege of 
selling such property. The use tax is imposed on the use, consumption, 
or storage of tangible personal property. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7280 
Cities are authorized to impose a tax on the privilege of 
occupying a room or rooms in a hotel, motel, in tourist home, or other 
lodging unless the occupancy is for a period of more than 30 days. A 
C-3 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 913 (14.0%) 
$1,190 ( 18.3%) 
$ 116 ( 1.8%) 
rce 
F ises 
may a 1 so v 1 ege of occu ng a mobil 
outside a mobilehome pa ided the occupancy is for less 
30 days. 
Government Code, ion 54034 
Government Code, Section 54034 provi s that a city may grant 
ises i park i on prope leased by city for that 
purpose. 
Public Utilities Code, Section 6001, et seq. 
Public Utilities Code, Section 6001, et seq. provides cities with 
the authority to franchise gas, light, heat, and power conduits. 
Municipalities are also empowered to grant franchises for laying and 
using pipes to carry gas and oil products. 
Public Utilities Code, Section 7555 
~1unicipalities may, by a two-thirds vote of the governing body, 
grant a franchise to railroads to use any street, highway, or other 
l andovmer by the municipality. 
C-4 
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Revenue in 1 













Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 35003 
Subscription television corporations must pay 1 percent of their 
gross receipts to local agencies in-lieu of all other fees and taxes 
imposed for the privilege of exercising any franchise or engaging in 
business. 
Business and Professions Code, Section 16000, California Constitution, 
Article XI, Section 24 
Cities may license business for the purpose of revenue or regu-
lation, pursuant to their police power. The cities may fix the rate 
of the license tax. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 11901, et seq. 
A city in which a county has imposed a tax on the transfer of a 
deed of property ~ay impose a tax at one-half that of the county rate 
of $.55 per $500 of value or a fractional part thereof. 
Includes taxes not listed above. Several of these taxes, such 
as the utility users and admissions taxes in the past could only be 
i~posed by charter cities. 
C-5 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 210 ( 3. 2%) 
$ 54 (0.8%) 
$ 377 (5.8%) 
(utility user taxes= $254 
(3.8%)) 
Source 
LICENSES AND PERMITS 
Animal Licenses 
Bi le Licenses 
~~~~~~~~~~~on 
, Section 38792 
Government Code i a ty may impose a dog license 
li ted in the aggregate to cost providing services related 
to dogs. 
Government Code, ion 39000, et seq. 
ties are authorized to rge fees set by statute for the 
licensing bicycles. The fees must be used for support of bicycle-
related programs including the cost of the licensi services, the 
improvement of bicycle safety programs and the establishment of 
bicycle paths and lanes. 
Construction P ts I Health and Safety Code, Section 19130, 19132.3 
The code provides that a building permit must be obtained for the 
construction of most structures. The code prescribes a fee which may 
be increased when a city finds that the expenses of its enforcement 
agency are not met by the total amount of such fees. 
Parking Vehicle Code, Section 22508 
The Vehicle Code provides that local authorities may establish 





(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
5 ( --) 
0.3 ( --) 
$ 83 ( 1. 3%) 
$ 23 {0.4%) 
Source 
Parking (continued) 
Street and Curb 
Permits 
Other Licenses and 
Permits 
FINES AND PENALTIES 
Vehicle Code Fines 
• 
Statutory Authorization 
Streets and Highways Code, Section 35108 
Cities ~ay establish parking districts to provide for parking 
structures and lots. The parking districts may establish fees for 
parking. 
There is no specific statutory authorization for cities to charge 
for street and curb permits. 
Penal Code, Section 1463 
The Penal Code provides that the city Traffic Safety Fund shall 
receive sums from vehicle code fines and forfeitures of bail from 
citations issued by state and city law enforcement officers. The citie 
receive this sum less certain percentages set by statute which are 
paid to the counties in which the cities are located for citations 
issued by state law enforcement officers. Vehicle Code, Section 42200, 
limits the use of the Traffic Safety Fund to traffic control devices, 
equipment and supplies for the maintenance, improvement or construe-
tion of public streets and bridges within the city. The Traffic Safety 
Fund may not be used to pay police officers' salaries. 
C-7 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 6 ( --) 




FROM USE OF MONEY 
AND PROPERTY 
Investment Earnings 
FROM OTHER AGENCIES 
Alcoholic Beverage 
Statutory Authorization 
li a Constitution Artie e XI; Government Code, Section 3600, 
et seq. 
Article XI, Section 11, provides that the Legislature may 
authorize the investment of local government funds. Government Code, 
Section 53600, et seq. provides for the investments of public monies 
in bonds, etc. 
Business and Professions Code, Section 25761 
The code provides that 90 percent of all liquor license fees 
shall be distributed to citi and counties. The funds are distri-
buted in proportion to the funds received from each local government. 
Vehicle In-Lieu Taxeg Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 11005 
The code provides that funds remaining in the Motor Vehicle 
License Fee Account of the Transportation Tax Fund after certain stat-
utory expenditures should be distributed to cities and counties 
according on formulas based on population. 
C-8 
of Revenue 
(In Mill ions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 34 (0. 5%) 
$ 0.4 ( --) 
$ 341 (5.2%) 
$ 12 ( 0. 2%) 
$ 319 ( 4. 9%) 
Source 
Gasoline Taxes 
u u ., 
Statutory Authorization 
Streets and Highways Code, Section 2106 
This code section provides that $0.0104 of tax per gallon under 
the Motor Vehicle Fuel License Tax Law should be apportioned on the 
basis of $400 per month to each "city and city and county" the 
re~ainder being paid to counties. 
Streets and Highways Code, Section 2107 
The code provides that $0.00725 per gallon tax under the Motor 
Vehicle Fuel License Tax Law shall monthly be apportioned on the basis 
of population and expenditures for snow re~oval. 
Streets and Highways Code, Section 2107.5 
Section 2107.5 provides funds exclusively for engineering costs 
and ad~inistrative expenses with respect to city streets. The funds 
expended under this code section are distributed on the basis of 
population. 
Homeowners' Property/ Govern~ent Code, Section 16120, California Constitution Article XIII, 
Tax Relief Section 3(c); Section 25 
The state ~ust reimburse local government agencies for tax reve-
nue loss attributable to the state ho~eowners' property tax exe~ption. 
C-9 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Mill 1 ons) and 
Percentage of Total 














Other State Grants 
County Grant of 
Gasoline Tax 
Other County Grants 
zation 
rnment , Section 16113 
The state must rei rse 1 oca 1 goverm:1ent the state tax 
exemption ven to business inventories. The code fixes the sum of 
reimbursements for 1981 fiscal year subsequent fiscal years 
to or year's reimbursement increased by a specified "State 
Reimbursement for Inventory Tax Factor." 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 1103.4 
Taxes on trailer-coaches are distributed to cities, counties, and 
school districts on a formula based on the status of the coach. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 30462 
Cigarette tax revenues are distributed to cities and counties 
according to a fomula based on sales tax revenues and population. 
A wide variety of categorical program grants from general fund, 
special fund, and bond act resources. 
C-10 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 20 ( 0. 3~~) 
$ 7 (0.1%) 
$ 67 (1.0%) 
$ 182 (2.8%) 
$ 20 (0.3%) 
$ 31 (0.5%) 
Source 
Other Federal Grants 
Federal Revenue 
Sharing 






• • "' 
Statutory Authorization 
This category includes a wide variety of federal aid programs 
including CETA, UDAG, CDBG, and other programs. 
Title I of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, as 
amended in 1976 and 1980 
Federal revenues are shared on a formula basis with cities and 
counties. The formula is based on population, relative tax effort, 
and personal income. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 26482, 26483 
Certain taxes attributable to the excess of the bank tax rate 
over the general tax rate and deposited in the Financial Aid to Local 
Government Fund. This fund is distributed to cities and counties on 
the basis of population and Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
program disbursements. 
Government Code, Section 65804 
Government Code, Section 65804, authorizes local government zoning. 
There is no specific authorization for a fee. 
C-11 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 835 (12. 8%) 
$ 237 (3.6%) 
$ 8 (0.1%) 
rce 
Subdivision Fees 
Plan Checking s I 
Engineering Fees 




• ion 6645 2 
Government aut zes 1 ocal agencies to establish reason-
able for the processing of tentative, fi and parcel maps, and 
for other procedures requi or authorized by the Subdivision ~1ap Act 
or local ordinance. 
No specific statutory authorization for checking plans and maps 
which are not part of construction permit fees or the subdivision 
fees. 
No specific statutory authorization. 
No specific statutory authorization for revenue received from the 
maintenance, repair or replacement of sidewalks, curbs, streets, and 
gutters. 
Streets and Highway Code, Section 18000, et seq.; Section 18300, et seq. 
and Section 18600, et seq. 
Local governments may levy special assessments to provide for the 
lighting of streets. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 5040 
Cities are authorized to provide sewer services and charge for 
the use and maintenance of the sewer works and the retirement of bonds 




(In Mi 11 ions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 
$ 13 (0.2%) 
$ 25 (0.3%) 
$ 32 (0.5%) 
$ 12 (0.2%) 
$ 32 (0.5%) 












Health and Safety Code, Section 5471 
• 
This code provides authority for local entities to prescribe 
charges for its sanitary or sewerage system where it is not financed 
by bonds. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 4270, et seq. 
The code authorizes local agencies to maintain solid waste 
enterprises for the disposal of refuse, etc. 
Government Code, Section 50402 
Cities are authorized to charge entrance fees for parks provided 
that the amount charged does not exceed those fees charged by the 
State Department of Parks and Recreation for the use of similar 
facilities. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 5474 
A city or county which constructs or maintains a sewer system may 
impose a fee for the privilege of connecting to such services. The 
local entity may fix the fee. Fees must be used to acquire and main-
tain the sanitation or sewerage facilities. 
C-13 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
$ 126 ( 1. 9%) 
$ . 95 ( 1. 5%) 





rm;Jent Code Section 54344 
Public local i es are au to establish 
lect charqes for water, garbage, parking, ferries, 
and golf courses. 
























Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 50, et seq. 
Pursuant to Section 93, counties levy the basic $4 property tax 
in co~pliance with Article XIII A of the California Constitution. 
Revenues fro~ this tax are allocated a~ong cities, special districts, 
school districts, and the county governnent pursuant to Section 95, 
et seq· 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7200, et seq. 
The Bradley-Burns Unifor~ Local Sales and Use Tax La\'/ authorizes 
counties to i~pose a sales and use tax. The sales tax is fixed by 
statute at 1 1/4 percent of the gross receipts to the retailer. The 
~se tax is an excise tax i~posed at the sa~e rate as the sales tax. Th 
use tax is chiefly used where the sale occurs out of state so that the 
sales tax is inapplicable. The county must credit the sales and use 
taxes charged by cities within its boundaries where the city rate does 
not exceed 1 percent and the city otherwise conforms to the Uniform 
Act. One quarter percent (1/4%) goes to support rapid transit projects. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 11901, et seq. 
A county may impose a tax on the transfer of property at the rate 
of $.55 per $500 of value. 
C-15 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
(Excluding San Francisco) 
$1,655 (20.5%) 
$ 234 (2.9%) 
$ 49 (0.6%) 
Source atutory Authorization 
mal Licenses Code, Section 
nt i es are aut to impose a dog license fee 1 i mited in 
t to cost of iding services related to dogs. 
Business Licenses Business and Professions Code, Section 16100, et seq. 
Counties are authorized to license business the purposes of 
lation pursuant to ir pol ice pmver. The counties may fix the 
rate of the fee. Cities may license for purposes of regulation.£!:. 
revenue. 
Construction Permits I Health and Safety Code, Section 19130, 19132.3 
ROAD PRIVILEGES AND 
PERMITS 
Zoning Permits 
The code provides that a building permit must be obtained for the 
construction of most structures. The code prescribes a fee which may 
be increased when a county finds that the expenses of its enforcement 
agency are not met by such fees. 
Government Code, Section 65804 
The Government Code authorizes local government zoning. However, 
there is no express statutory authorization for a county to charge a 
fee for zoning permits. 
C-16 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
(Excluding San Francisco) 
s 9 (0.1%} 
.:> 4 (--) 
32 (0.4%) 




AND PENAL TIES 
Vehicle Code Fines 
" " • 
Statutory Authorization 
Government Code, Section 54034 
A local agency may lease public property for parking lots and may 
grant franchises to use the public property for this purpose. 
Government Code, Section 26000 
The Board of Supervisors of a county may grant franchises for 
construction of wharves, booms and piers, and for the taking of tolls 
thereon. 
Government Code, Section 26001 
Board of Supervisors may grant franchises along and over the 
public roads and highways. 
Government Code, Section 26002 
A Board of Supervisors may operate transit systems in unincor-
porated areas of the county. It may operate transit systems in cities 
within the county where the city consents to such operation. 
Vehicle Code, Section 42201; Penal Code, Section 1463 
Under Section 42201 counties receive all fines and forfeitures 
resulting from arrests made by a state or county officer within the 
C-17 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
(Excluding San Francisco) 
$ 26 (0.3%) 
(all franchises) 
$ 61 (0.8%) 
Source 
Vehi 1 e 
cant nued) 
nes 




Highway Users Tax 
St 
r ion 1463, +. coun~..1es so ve set pe 
fines forfeitures resulti from arrests by city officers in 
cities within tne cou 
iness and Professions Code, Section 2 
The code provides 90 percent of all liquor license fees 
shall be distributed to cities and counties in proportion to the 
ar.1ount collected each local governr.1ent. 
Streets and Highways Code, Section 2104 
A sur.1 equal to the net revenue derived fror.1 1.625 cents 
s of 
($0.01625) per gallon tax and $500,000 annually are apportioned among 
the counties on the basis of a statutory formula. 
Streets and Highways Code, Section 2105 
Each county receives $800 per month. After the cities also 
receive a share, the rer.1ainder is apportioned to counties on the basis 
of a formula contained in the statute based on the valuation of 




nt of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
3 (--) 
$ 203 








Re 1 ief 
Business Inventory 
Tax Relief 





Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 11005 
The code provides that funds remaining in the Motor Vehicle 
License Fee Account of the Transportation Tax Fund after certain stat-
utory expenditures should be distributed to cities and counties based 
on formulas based on population. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 1103.4 
Taxes on trailer-coaches are distributed to cities, counties, and 
school districts on a formula based on the status of the coach. 
Government Code, Section 16120; California Constitution Article XIII, 
Section 3(k), Section 25 
The state must reimburse local government agencies for tax 
revenue loss attributable to the state homeowners' property tax 
exemption. 
Government Code, Section 16113 
The state must reimburse local government for the state tax 
exemption given to business inventories. 
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 26482, 26483 
Certain taxes attributable to the excess of the bank tax rate 
over the general tax rate are deposited in the Financial Aid to Local 
C-19 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
(Excluding San Francisco) 
$ 296 (3.7%) 
$ 20 (0. 2%) 
$ 100 ( 1 • 2%) 
$ 67 (0. 8%) 
Source 





State and Federal 
d for Health, 




Other State Grants 
CHARGES FOR CURP.ENT 
SERVICES 
P l c and 
Enr nr ng Fees 
Statutory Authorization 
Government Fund. This fund is distributed to cit es and counties on 
sis of population and Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
program disbursements. 
Title I of the ate and L 
anended in 1976 and 1980. 
Fisc Assistance Act of 1972, as 
Federal revenues are shared on a formula basis with cities and 
counties. The formula is based on population, relative tax efforts, 
and personal income. 
Under a variety of statutes and programs, counties act as the 
delivery agents for many of the programs aimed at assisting low-income 
persons or person with mental or physical health problems. 
This category includes a wide variety of federal aid programs 
including the CETA program. 
This category includes a variety of state aid programs funded by 
general fund, special fund, and Bond Act resources. 
There is no specific statutory authorization for counties to 
charge for planning and engineering services. 
C-20 -
Amoun: of Revenue 
(In 1lions) and 
Percentage of Total 
RevenJe in 1979-80 
(Excluding San Francisco) 
$ '?Q~ LJ~ (3.7%) 
$3,04J (37.6%) 
$ 543 (6.7%) 
$ 294 (3.6%) 
$ 40 (0.5%) 
Source 









Government Code, Section 26820, et seq. 
Counties are authorized to charge fixed fees for various services 
in county courts. 
Government Code, Section 51301 
Counties are authorized to contract with cities within county 
boundaries to provide services, such as transporting prisoners, or 
providing patrol services to smaller cities. 
Government Code, Section 27360, et seq. 
County recorders are authorized to charge fees for recording ser-
vices specified by statutes such as vi:al statistics certificates, maps, 
and ol ats. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 10605 
County recorders are authorized to charge fees for providing 
copies of birth, death, and marriage certificates. 
Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 5705, 5718 
The state will provide 90 percent of mental health care services 
provided pursuant to approved county Short-Doyle plans. Section 5718, 
directs that persons receiving such services be charged for them. 
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Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 










( o. 4%) 
Source 





th and Safety Code, Section 
Counties are authorized to provide sewer services and charge for 
the use and Maintenance of the sewer works and the retirenent of bonds 
the sewer s are financed by bonds. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 5471 
Local entities nay prescribe charges for its sanitary or se1terage 
systen where it is not financed bonds. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 4270, et seq. 
The code authorizes local governnent agencies to r.1aintain solid 
waste enterprises for the dispos of refuse, etc. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 5474 
A county v1hich constructs or r.Jaintains a sev1er system may impose 
a fee for the privilege of connecting to such systems. The local 
entity may fix the fee. Fees nust be used to acquire and maintain the 
sanitation or sewerage facilities. 
Health and Safety Code, Section 1473 
Counties are authorized to maintain hospitals and to charge non-
indigent patients for services. 
C-22 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 










Other Fees and 
Charges 





Government Code, Section 25562 
Counties of over 1,000,000 in population nay provide, by 
"' 
contract, for performances of operas, symphonies, band concerts, 
pagents, etc. and may provide for charges for such performances. 
Government Code, Section 50402 
Counties may charge entrance fees for parks provided that the 
amount charged does not exceed those fees charged by the State 
Department of Parks and Recreation for the use of similar facilities. 
A variety of fees and charges are levied for services provided by 
counties. (No individual source is as large as those listed above.) 
C-23 
Amount of Revenue 
(In Millions) and 
Percentage of Total 
Revenue in 1979-80 
(Excluding San Francisco) 
$ 16 (0.2%) 
(a 11 park fees) 
$ 267 (3.3%) 
$ 581 (7. 2%) 

APPENDIX II 
RECENT GROWTH PATTERNS IN THE COMPENSATION OF 
TEACHERS AND OTHER LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 
By 




Thanks are appropriate to the League of California Cities, the 
California Teachers Association, the State Personnel Board, the 
Department of Education and the State Controller's Office for providing 
or allowing access to data which was useful in the preparation of this 
analysis. Attempts are sometimes made to compare data from different 
sources. The methodologies of the comparisons are presented fully in 
the text. As a result, each reader may individually assess the relia-
bility of each comparison. 
*This report was prepared by a Department of Finance employee who is on 
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The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the compensation 
levels of California's public school teachers (K-12) are increasing less 
rapidly (or more rapidly) than the levels of other local government 
employees. The analysis addresses changes in both salary levels and 
employee benefit levels. 
Data from a variety of sources are presented and, sometimes, com-
pared. The methodologies for any comparisons are presented fully in the 
text. As a result, each reader may individually assess the reliability 
of each comparison. 
Salary level changes are addressed in terms of income changes and 
salary structure changes. 
With respect to income, local government salary survey information 
from the State Personnel Board (SPB) indicates that teacher income 
increases between the Spring of 1978 and Spring of 1980 have kept pace 
with, or mildly exceeded, classifications which this analysis views as 
comparable. Similarly, But·e<w of the Census reports indicate that 
school district employee salaries (including non-teachers) have 
generally increased in pace v1ith 1 ocal government noneducation employees 
between the Fall of 1975 and Fall of 1979. The Bureau of the Census 
reports also indicate that changes in California's school district 
salaries have followed nationwide trends. 
v 
Analysis of salary structure changes yields somewhat different 
results. Salary scales were provided by the California Teachers 
Association (CTA) for the 20 districts with the largest attendance. 
Salary scales for the cities and counties geographically proximate to 
those districts were rlerived from the total co111pensation survey of the 
League of California Cities. Between 1977-78 and 1979-80, changes in 
teacher salaries generally appear to have been somewhat less than for 
the corresponding (or proximate) cities and counties, as measured by 
averaging salary changes for several classes which were viewed as com-
parable. A mild difference between teachers and others also apears when 
the same data are arrayed on a class-by-class basis rather than 
jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis. It is unknown whether the slower 
rate of change for school districts is because of labor market con-
ditions or because of fiscal constraints confronting the districts, or 
both. 
A possible explanation for the seeming tension between income data 
and salary structure data is found in the larger number of step incre-
ments which a teacher may typically receive (overtime) compared to other 
1 oca 1 government emp 1 oyees, and because teachers may receive addition a 1 
compensation increases through movement between pay levels when 
completing college or university credits. It is unknown whether this 
explanation is sufficient in itself. 
Analysis of employee benefits is a more complex task than analysis 
of income or salary structure changes, simply because of data limita-
tions. This analysis uses changes in an employer's financial contribu-




However, financial contribution is not a full proxy for employee 
benefit since cost and benefit may not vary proportionately. 
Growth in the maximun health and welfare benefits (i.e., insurance 
contributions) for certified district employees was compared to the 
growth of the same benefits in the corresponding cities and counties as 
measured by averaging benefit changes for several classes \\thich were 
viewed as comparable. School district growth generally was somewhat 
less than that of the corresponding cities and counties between 1977-78 
and 1979-80. However, school district changes appear to have exceeded 
city changes when the data are weighted by size of jurisdiction, i.e., 
ADA for the districts and population for the cities. 
Arraying the same data on a class-by-class basis (rather than 
jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis) sho~1s that groHth in health and 
welfare benefits has been somev1hat less for certificated personnel than 
other classes. It is unknovm whether the apparent differences are 
because of labor market conditions, fiscal constraints facing school 
districts, or both. 
f)ifferent types of data \vere adjusted in an effort to compare 
changes in the overall or total employee benefits between school 
district personnel (including non-teachers) and the corresponding cities 
and counties. In general, the data tend to indicate that total employee 
benefits as a proportion of total compensation have risen somewhat less 
rapidly for school districts than for the corresponding cities and 
counties between 1977-78 and 1979-80. The slower rate of growth for 
school district employees also seems true ~"hen the data is arrayed on a 
vi i 
class-by-class rather than jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis. It is 
unknown whether this growth pattern is because of labor market con-
ditions, fiscal constraints confronting school districts, or both. 
Some changes in the relationship or position of the school 
districts vis-a-vis the cities and counties emerge when the comparison 
is for a longer time-frame (i.e., 1975-76 to 1979-80) and the data are 
weighted by size of jurisdiction. 
Data limitations precluded the linkage of salary and employee bene-
fit data in order to permit comparison of total compensation changes 
between teahcers and other local government employees. Comparison of 
changes in total compensation would be an appropriate task for any on-
going monitoring of school district and local government salaries and 
employee benefits. If the Legislature finds information on local com-
pensation to be useful and of legitimate state concern, it could require 
a state agency (e.g., the State Personnel Board) to report to local com-
pensation levels for teachers and other employees. Information could be 
gathered, perhaps, on a contract basis through these organizations which 





The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the compensation of 
California's public school teaching force (K-12) is increasing less 
rapidly (or more rapidly) than that of other local govern1TJent employees. 
Specifically, the analysis is concerned with rates of change in compen-
sation levels; it is not concerned with the adequacy of the existing 
compensation levels for K-12 teachers and/or other local government 
employees. Findings on the rates of change may be most relevant to the 
question of whether Proposition 13-induced fiscal constraints have had a 
more (or less) severe impact upon school districts compared to other 
local government jurisdictions. As used here, the concept of 
"compensation" consists of employee salaries and employee benefits. The 
salary picture will be discussed first. 
I I. SALAH IES 
Salaries of teachers versus other local employees may be compared 
on the basis of actual income and/or salary structure. Both indices are 
used below. 
Income 
The California State Personnel Board {SPB) conducts surveys of 
government salaries for a variety of classes. Computer print-outs which 
present data by type of jurisdiction (i.e., federal, school district, 
city, county and special district) were available for April 1978 and 
r~arch 1980. Thus, data are available on actual income level immediately 
before Proposition 13 through the most recent spring SPB survey. The 
data for ten (10) classes were manipulated to exclude the impact of 
school districts and federal agencies upon salary averages. 
1 
These ten classes were selected on tiH~ basis of tl subjective 
perception of their co1:1parability \vith teachers. The positions were 
firefighter, psychologist, librarian, police officer, social worker 
(Msln. Superior Court hearing reporter, associate attorney, associate 
engineer, staff services analyst, and computer programmer (class A). In 
addition, the data for teachers' salaries were manipulated to exclude 
all agencies except school districts. Thus, it was possible to compare 
growth in school district teacher salaries and nonschool district, non-
federal salaries (for the ten classes). 
The results are presented in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 
GROWTH IN SALARY LEVEL OF TEACHERS VERSUS OTHER 






Social Worker (MSW) 
Superior Court Hearing Reporter 
Associate Attorney 
Associate Engineer 
Staff Services Analyst 
Computer Programmer (Class A) 













SOURCE: Percentage changes were calculated from SPB salary 
survey data on weighted salary averages, as adjusted 
per the discussion in the text. 
2 
I 
As table 1 indicates, school district teachers experienced the 
second largest increase in monthly income between the two different 
points in time, although several other positions closely approximated 
the teacher increases.1 
Similarly, data from the Federal Bureau of the Census tends to 
suggest that the grovtth in school district employee salaries has been 
mildly above that of other noneducation employees. (Note: While school 
district employee salaries in the Bureau of Census data appear to 
include nonteaching staff, such salaries are relevant to what may be an 
underlying issue of whether Proposition 13-induced fiscal constraints 
have had a more severe--or less severe--impact upon school districts 
than other jurisdictions.) See Table 2. 
1The SPB salary survey is based on a representative, stratified sample 
of local jurisdictions. As the r1arch 1980 survey notes: 
This survey is conducted on a sample basis. The sampling proce-
dures involve detailed stratification of selected jurisdictions 
within California by type of government (city, county, school 
district, special district, and federal government) and number of 
employees. From each stratur.1 in this er.1ployment universe, a random 
sample is selected, with each jurisdiction having a predetermined 
chance of selection. To obtain optimum accuracy at a minimum cost, 
a greater proportion of large than small jurisdictions is selected. 
Each jurisdiction is weighted according to its probability of 
selection, so that unbiased estimates are generated. For example, 
if one out of four jurisdictions of a given size and type is 
selected, it is given a v~eight of four to represent itself plus 
three others. Thus, all sizes and types of governments are repre-
sented in the survey sample in the same proportion as they exist in 
the total governmental employment universe. 
Our interpretation of the cited methodology is that manipulation of the 
data to remove certain levels of jurisdictions (e.g., the school 
districts and federdl a~wncies for the ten classes) would not conlpro-
mi se the representativeness of the remaining data (i.e., with respect 
to cities, counties and special districts). 
3 
TABLE 2 
GROWTH IN SCHOOL DISTRICT SALARIES VERSUS 
OTHER LOCAL PERSONNEL, 1975-1979 
California School District Salaries 









SOURCE: Percentages are calculated fro1:1 average October salary 
levels presented in Bureau of Census reports, Public 
Employment in 1975 ~1977), (1979). Specifically, see 
the table entitled 1Employment and Payrolls of State 
and Local Governments, By Type of Government and By 
State." The reader is referred to the Bureau reports 
for discussion of the samplinq involved in arriving at 
the October Sdlary levels. 
It should be noted that use of 1970 (rather than 1975 and 1977) as 
a base year produces mildly different results. California school 
district salaries have increased 69.2 percent between 1970 and 
1979, while local, noneducation salaries have increased 74.6 per-
cent during the same period. 
Bureau of Census data is also available on the growth in school 
district salaries nationwide. See Table 3. 
TABLE 3 
GROWTH IN SCHOOL DISTRICT SALARIES 
IN CALIFORNIA VERSUS NATIONWIDE, 1970-1979 
California School District 
Salaries 














SOURCE: Percentages are calculated fro111 average October salary 
levels presented in the Bureau of Census reports, Public 
Em lo ment in 1970, 1975, 1977 , 1979. Specifically, 
see the table ent it 1 ed Emp oyment and P ayro 11 s of State~ 
and Local Governments. Type of Government and By State," 
The reader is referred to the Bureau reports for 
discussion of the sampling involved in arriving at 





The fact that growth patterns on a nationwide basis are similar 
with those in California tends to suggest that it may be difficult to 
distinguish the impact of Proposition 13-induced fisc conditions from 
general labor market conditions or any other conditions which may be 
operable on a national scale. 
Salary Structure 
Con1p<1ri son of ch<~n<w~; in ~;.~ 1 .1r·y :;tr·uc Lun~s (i.e., the pdy seal es) 
of teachers versus other local government employees yields some~'/hat dif-
ferent results than found through comparison of income data. 
Data on teacher salaries is based on salary information provided by 
the California Teachers Association (CTA) for the 20 school districts 
with the largest average daily attendance (ADA), as identified through 
State Department of Education (SDE) data. 
Salary ranges for cities and counties were gathered fr01:1 the salary 
survey of the League of California Cities for those cities and counties 
in ;'/hich the involved school districts were located. The selected 
school districts and corresponding city and county are presented below 
in Table 4.2 
2rhe San Juan School District serves basically unincorporated towns, 
while La Puente does not provide data to the League's survey. 
Therefore, for these two districts, the corresponding city was deter-




GROWTH IN SALARY SCALES FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
AND CORRESPONDING CITIES AND COUNTIES, 1975-76 to 1979-80 
Percent Percent 
School District Change City Change County 
Los Angeles 26 Los Angeles 48* Los Angeles 
San Diego 25 San Diego 20 San Diego 
San Francisco 21 San Francisco 27 San Francisco 
Long Beach 24 Long Beach 30 Los Angeles 
Oakland 22 Oakland 25 Alameda 
Fresno 27 Fresno 29 Fresno 
San Juan 29 Sacramento 31 Sacramento 
Garden Grove 27 Garden Grove 28 Orange 
Sacramento 25 Sacramento 31 Sacramento 
Mt. Diablo 26 Concord 32 Contra Costa 
San Jose 28 San Jose 27 Santa Clara 
Richmond 21 Richmond 31 Contra Costa 
Anaheim 44 Anaheim 39 Orange 
Compton 24 Compton 38 Los Angeles 
Orange 30 Orange 28 Orange 
San Bernardino 25 San Bernardino 15 San Bernardino 
Santa Ana 25 Santa Ana 34 Or·ange 
Fremont 25 Fremont 41 Alameda 
Montebello 23 Montebello 21 Los Angeles 
Haci end a-La Puente 29 Los Angeles 48 Los Angeles 
Unweighted X 
Percent Change 26.3 30.2 
Weighted X 

























SOURCE: Computations are based on ra\'1 data within the salary survey of 
the League of California Cities and salary scales provided by 
the California Teachers Association. The California Teachers 
Association collects salary survey schedules on a school year 
basis. Four districts reported mid-year revised schedules for 
1979-80; these schedules (rather than the original schedules) 
were used in the calculations in order to reflect the full 
extent of salary increases over the base year. The League of 
California Cities data is collected during the first part of 
the calendar year. Thus 1976 data should be applicable 
generally to the 1975-76 fiscal year and 1980 data should be 
applicable to the 1979-80 fiscal year. 
*Los Angeles City staff indicate that their data shoV'J a cumulative 
increase of only 40.5 percent. The League of California Cities data 
we analyzed produced the above result. It is possible that the data 
reported to the League overstated the increase. 
districts and counties. Weights were based on 1980 average daily 
attendance (ADA) estimates for the school districts and 1980 population 





GROWTH IN SALARY SCALES FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND 
CORRESPONDING CITIES AND COUNTIES, 1977-78 to 1979-80 
Percent Percent Percent 
School District Change City Change County Change 
Los Angeles 14 Los Angeles 16* Los Angeles 16 
San Diego 12 San Diego 14 San Diego 16 
San Francisco g San Francisco 14 San Francisco 14 
Long Beach Long Beach 12 Los Angeles 16 
Oakland 10 Oakland 13 Alameda 21 
Fresno Fresno 13 Fresno 18 
San Juan 15 Sacramento 12 Sacramento 19 
Garden Grove 14 Garden Grove 8 Orange 15 
Sacramento 10 Sacramento 12 Sacramento 19 
~~t. Di ab 1 o 20 Concord 16 Contra Costa 
San Jose 14 San Jose 11 Santa Clara 11 
Richmond 10 Richmond 17 Contra Costa 
Anaheim 11 Anaheim 14 Orange 15 
Compton 10 Compton 15 Los Angeles 16 
Orange 15 Orange 14 Orange 15 
San Bernardino 13 San Bernardino San Bernardino 12 
Santa Ana 13 Santa Ana 15 Orange 15 
Fremont 12 Fremont 13 Al a111eda 21 
Montebello 11 Montebello 19 Los Angeles 16 
Hacienda-La Puente 9 Los Angeles 16 Los Angeles 16 
Unweighted X 
Percent Change 12.3 13.1 15.8 
Weighted X 
Percent Change 13.2 14.3 15.7 
SOURCE: Computations are based on raw data within the salary survey of 
the League of California Cities and salary scales provided by 
the California Teachers Association. The California Teachers 
Association collects salary schedules on a school year basis • 
Four districts reported mid-year revised schedules for 1979-80; 
these schedules (rather than the original schedules) were used 
in the calculations in order to reflect the full extent of 
salary increases over the base year. The League of California 
Cities data is collected during the first part of the calendar 
year. Thus, 1973 data should generally be applicable to the 
1977-78 fiscal year and 1980 data should be applicable to the 
1979-80 fiscal year. 
*Los Angeles City staff indicate that their data show a cumulative 
increase of only 12.7 percent. It is possible that the League data 
is in error but we \'iere unable to discover the discrepancy. 
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Table 6 presents the co~puted results between 1977-78 and 1979-80. 
data within Table 6 show that the percentage increase for twelve 
(12) school districts was less than for the corresponding city, while 
five (5) districts had increases above the corresponding city. Thirteen 
(13) districts had increases below the corresponding county, while two 
(2) districts had increases above the corresponding county. One school 
district had the same increase as the corresponding county. Overall, 
the unweighted and \~eighted average percent changes in salary scale were 
greater for corresponding cities and counties than for the school 
districts, with counties showing more difference than cities. 
The available data ~ay also be arrayed by personnel class as \'/ell 
as by jurisdiction. Table 7, below, provides such a comparison of 
salary scale growth (for the selected jurisdictions) between teachers 
and other classes. The percentage growth statistic for each class is 
unweighted by size of jurisdiction since the purpose is simply to pre-
sent the average change in salary scales rather than the overall scope 
of impact of such changes. Thus, pay scale changes within Richr:10nd, for 
exar.~p1e, \tvould count as heavily as in Los Angeles. 
le 7 indicates that salary scale increases for teachers have 
increased sor:1ek1hat less than for the five other classes which were 
selected for comparison. although the differences with some of the 
classes appear mild. As a result. the inter-class comparisons presented 
in e 7 tend to confirm the results of the unweighted inter-






GROWTH IN SALARY SCALES FOR TEACHERS AND OTHER 
CLASSES, 1975-76 to 1979-80 and 1977-78 to 1979-80 
1975-76 to 1979-80 1977-78 to 1979-80 
1. Percent 1. Percent 
Change 2. N Change 2. N 
Teacher 26.3 (20) 12.3 (18) 
Firefighter 31.5 (19) 13.8 (17) 
Data Processing Programmer 31.6 (16) 16.8 (16) 
Law Enforcement Officer 27.8 (28) 13.6 (24) 
Librarian 27.5 (20) 13.7 {18) 
Assistant Civil Engineer 28.3 (27) 15.0 (25) 
SOURCE: Percentages within Table 7 are based on useable data reported 
by schools to the California Teachers Association and by coun-
ties and cities to the League of California Cities. The sta-
tistics are not weighted by size of jurisdiction. 
**** 
The previous data indicate that increases in actual teacher income 
have recently been keeping pace with (and sometimes surpassing) that of 
other classes which were subjectively viewed as comparable. Moreover, 
the rate of increase in actual teacher income appears to be following 
national trends. On the other hand, the teachers' salary structures (or 
scales) generally appear to be increasing somewhat less than those of 
corresponding cities and counties, and other classes which were subjec-
tively viewed as comparable. Policy implications may differ, of course, 
to the extent that one views income comparisons or salary structure com-
parisons or salary structure comparisons as the most meaningful. 
A possible explanation for the seeming tension between income data 
and salary structure data is found in the larger number of step 
increases which a teacher may typically receive (overtime) compared to 
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other local government employees. A typical salary structure of a local 
government employee (other than a teacher) would involve around five (5) 
steps (more or less) and it would take from three-and-a-half years to 
four-to-six overlapping pay levels which are a function of the number of 
college or university units beyond the bachelor's degree which the 
teacher has earned. As a result, teachers may be r.ure likely than other 
local government employees to receive income increases simply because 
fewer teachers are likely to have "topped-out," and because teachers may 
receive additional compensation increases through movelilent between pay 
levels when completing more credits. However, it is unknown whether 
these factors (i.e., more steps and overlapping pay levels) are suf-
ficient in themselves to explain the seeming tension between income data 
and salary structure data. 
III. EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 
Analysis of employee benefits is a more complex task than analysis 
of income or salary changes, simply because of data limitations. 
This section attempts to compare the rate of change in employee 
benefits received by school district personnel versus other local 
governnent employees.6 Changes in employee benefits are measured 
through changes in employer contributions to: (a) health and welfare 
6The section does not attempt to compare absolute benefit levels between 
jurisdictions or to comment upon the adequacy of such levels. As a 
result, the reader should be cautioned in interpreting any statistics 
specific to a jurisdiction on its rate of change in employee benefits. 
Some jurisdictions with a high rate of change in benefits could reason-
ably be viewed as simply "catching up" with other jurisdictions 
having a lower rate of change. 
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• 
henefits provided through insurance coverages; and, (b) the overall or 
total package of employee benefits other than for vacations, holidays 
and sick leave. (Changes in the financial contributions for vacations, 
holidays, and sick leave would have been included as part of the pre-
vious data on salary structure changes, simply because these benefits 
are funded through salary rather than through special contributions.)? 
It should be noted that the utility of using an employer's finan-
cial contribution as a proxy for benefits is limited by the fact that 
cost can increase substantially without any noticeable impact on real 
employee benefits. For example, insurance premiums fluctuate according 
to the economy and investment conditions with the result that health and 
welfare benefits could remain essentially constant while cost changes. 
Similarly, examination of reported city and county retirement contribu-
tions shows very substantial changes from year-to-year which, possibly, 
could be due to local decisions to increase contributions in order to 
reduce unfunded liability. Thus, the proxy of cost could show substan-
tial increases in benefits while the guaranteed benefits to the 
employees could reasonably be viewed as not changing. In spite of this 
7rn any event, separate treatment of changes in the cost of vacation, 
holidays and sick leave would not have been possible. School district 
costs of vacation and holidays were not available from the data used in 
this analysis; furthermore, inference of such costs would be extremely 
difficult for classified personnel. The cost of sick leave benefits 
was not available for cities and counties as well as school districts. 
The treatment of the overall or total package of benefits also excludes 
changes in the State's contribution to teachers' retirements. 
Specifically, it excludes changes in the contributions to reduce the 
unfunded liability of the State Teachers Retirement System. 
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limitation, the use of financial data (i.e., contributions) is probably 
advisable because it provides the only "corm71on denominator" for a 
variety of benefits. 
Health and Welfare Benefits 
The State Department of Education (SDE) collects data from school 
districts on the maximum school district insurance contribution (i.e., 
health and \'lelfare benefit) per certificated employee.8 Table 8 reports 
the percentage change in the rnaximum contributions, by selected 
district, between 1977-78 (the year before Proposition 13 passage) and 
1979-80 (the latest period for which SDE data is available). 
The League of California Cities also collects information on health 
and \velfare insurance contributions (per hour, by class) based on the 
maximum salary step.9 
average percent change for each class was determined by juris-
diction between 1977-78 and 1979-80. These percentages were then 
averaged to calculate a simple average percent change for each 
correspondi ty and county. These results are also presented in 
Table 8. 
Souring the 1979-80 school year the range of maximum contributions per 
year, per certificated e~p1oyee in the selected jurisdictions, ranged 
from $496 in one dist ct, to $2,013 in another. Most of all the 
districts were ~~i in the $1,000 to $2,000 range. 
9ou ng 1980 t of maxirnum contributions--for employees other 
t firefighters--ranged from 20 cents per hour (for Assistant Civil 
Engineers and Law Enforcement Officers) in one jurisdiction to $1.50 
r ( the same classes) in another jurisdiction. These hourly 
ts would translate into a range of approximately $416 to $3,120 
on an annual sis. ori of the contributions see~ed to be in 





GROWTH IN HEALTH AND WELFARE BENEFITS FOR SELECTED 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND CORRESPONDING CITIES AND 
COUNTIES, 1977-78 to 1979-80 
Percent Percent Percent 
School District Change City Change County Change 
Los Angeles 32 Los Angeles 21 Los Angeles 33 
San Diego San Diego 11 San Diego 53 
San Francisco 22 San Francisco 16 San Francisco 16 
Long Beach 8 Long Beach 6 Los Angeles 33 
Oakland Oakland 46 Alameda 
Fresno Fresno 9 Fresno 6 
San Juan 24 Sacramento 22 Sacramento 11 
Garden Grove 20 Garden Grove 7 Orange 41 
Sacramento 8 Sacramento 22 Sacramento 11 
Mt. Diablo 13 Concord 34 Contra Costa 5 
San Jose 16 San Jose 21 Santa Clara 16 
Richmond 14 Richmond 35 Contra Costa 5 
Anaheim 34 Anaheim 86 Orange 41 
Compton 64 Compton 77 Los Angeles 33 
Orange 7 Orange 29 Orange 41 
San Bernardino San Bernardino 9 San Bernardino 59 
Santa Ana 34 Santa Ana 28 Orange 41 
Fremont Fremont 9 A 1 ameda 
Montebello 10 Montebello 60 Los Angeles 33 
Hacienda-La Puente 21 Los Angeles 21 Los Angeles 33 
Unweighted X 
Percent Change 21.8 29.2 26.7 
Weighted X 
Percent Change 26.3 22.3 31.7 
SOURCE: Statistics are derived from data within the total compensation 
survey of the League of California Cities and school district 
reports to the Department of Education. Health and Welfare 
benefits include employer contributions for such benefits as 
1 ife, medical, optical and income protect ion or disability 
insurance. The percentage changes for the cities and counties 
are based on an average of a minimum of three (of a possible 
five) classes with useable data (i.e., validity not patently 
questionable on its face because of reporting errors). 
The percentages within Table 8, for the teachers and the cities and 
counties, should be as comparable as possible because the insurance 
coverages in question are the same; i.e., medical, dental, optical, 
1 ife, income protection and other miscellaneous types. 
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As Table 8 indicates, school district changes for certificated 
employees exceeded the changes for the selected classes in six (6) 
cities, tied in one city (1), and were behind in eight (8). School 
district changes exceeded the selected classes in five (5) counties, 
tied in one county (1), and were behind in nine (9). Overall, the 
unweighted school district percentage change in health and welfare 
benefits tended to be less than in the corresponding cities and coun-
ties. However, the overall school district change exceeds the city 
change (but is behind the county change) when the changes are weighted 
on the basis of ADA for the school districts and population for the 
cities and counties. 
Data on health and welfare benefit changes are also arrayed in 
Table 9, by personnel class. As Table 9 indicates, increases in school 
district certified employee health and welfare benefit changes have 
tended to be somewhat less than in most of the other classifications. 
However, the differences are more pronounced for some classes than for 
others. 
TABLE 9 
GROWTH IN HEALTH AND WELFARE 




Data Processing Programmer 
Firefighter 















SOURCE: The average percentage change in health and welfare 
benefits for teachers is based on a simple unweighted 
average of the percent statistics reported in Table 8. 
The average percentage changes for the other classes 
are based on a simple average of the percentage changes 
in benefits between 1978 and 1980 for those cities and 
counties reporting useable data to the League of 
California Cities for both years. 
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Overall Employee Benefits 
An attempt also was made to compare changes in overall or tot a 1 
employee benefits between school district personnel and the 
corresponding cities and counties. Precisely comparable data is not 
available. However, the League of California Cities survey provides 
information on the amount per hour compensation which is for employee 
benefits and the State Controller's Annual ReRort on the Financial 
Transactions of School Districts provides infonnation by school district 
on total general fund employee benefits for all school district 
personne1.10 
As part of this analysis, the employee benefit information per hour 
for the cities and counties was computed as a proportion of total com-
pensation per hour (including employee benefits). Likewise, the total 
general fund employee benefit expenditures from the Controller's reports 
were computed as a proportion of total general fund school district 
compensation.!! Thus, the primary difference between the data is that 
employee benefits as a proportion of total compensation are reported on 
lOrnclusion of nonteachers in the comparison is appropriate to the 
extent that an underlying issue may be the degree to which 
Proposition 13-induced fiscal constraints have had a more severe (or 
less severe) impact upon school districts than other jurisdictions. 
However, inclusion of nonteachers renders the type of data soraewhat 
different than that presented on the health and welfare benefits. 
llrt was necessary to adjust the data from the League of California 
Cities survey to remove the value of vacations and holidays as an 
employee benefit in order that the concept of employee benefits would 
be the same as in the Controller's reports. As a result, the value of 
vacations and holidays (as well as sick leave) is treated uniformly in 
this analysis as part of salary and, of course, total compensation. 
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an hourly basis for the cities and counties, while the same proportional 
information is presented on an overall expenditure basis for the school 
districts.12 
Percentage changes in the proportions which employee benefits are 
of total compensation expenditures for selected school districts and 
total maximum hourly compensation for the corresponding cities and coun-
ties are reported in Table 10 for the period 1975-76 through 1979-80. 
The same type of information (percentage changes in proportions) is 
reported in Table 11 for the period 1977-78 to 1979-80, while Table 12 
arrays the information on a class-by-class basis rather than a jurisdic-
tional basis. 
As indicated, the percentages within Tables 10, 11 and 12 are per-
cent changes between two proportions (i.e., percents). Thus, the change 
between two percent figures yields a new percent (percent/percent 
percent). As a result, the numbers are especially sensitive to minor 
changes in the absolute values. Assume, for example, that employee 
benefits are 20 percent of total compensation in 1976 and 30 percent in 
1980. The proportional change between 20 percent and 30 percent is not 
10 percent but, instead, 50 percent (30/20=10; 10/20=50). Because of 
such sensitivity, the differences between the various proportions should 
not be viewed as significantly as the relative ranking of the percentages. 
The percentages mean little in an absolute sense. 
12The summer vacation of teachers should not affect the comparability of 
the proportional changes between teachers and other l~cal government 
employees. The percentages or proportional changes are the same 
regardless of whether nine (9) months or twelve (12) months is 





Despite this limitation, presentation of changes in proportions 
(percent/percent = percent) is necessary to make the data comparable 
between school districts and cities and counties. Employee benefit data 
for school districts were available only as a proportion of total 
district expenditures and could not easily be converted to an absolute 
amount per employee. In contrast, employee benefit data for cities and 
counties were available only on a per employee basis. Thus, comparison 
was only possible by converting both sets of data to proportions and 
measuring the change in the proportions over time. Each reader may 
individually assess \'lhether thP corl1Jh1rison is dppropr·iate or too 
strained to yield r:1eaningful information. 
A possible problem with the comparison stems from the fact that the 
data for the districts will include wages and employee benefits for general 
fund part-time help, and overtime and summer school instruction. The bene-
fit structure (and thus proportion relative to total compensation) may be 
significantly different for such categories. However, this possible 
problem should be minimized to the degree that these categories have 
remained a constant proportion of total district compensation over the 
time-frames of the comparisons. Again, each reader may individually assess 
whether the comparisons are appropriate. 
Table 10 indicates that school district proportional changes (between 
1975-76 and 1979-80) exceeded the corresponding city increase in nine (9) 
cases, but were bel0\'1 the city increases in ten (10) cases. School 
district increases exceeded the corresponding county increases in eleven 
(11) cases, but were behind in eight (8). The overall unweighted average 
percent chnage was less for the school districts than for both the cities 
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and counties. Hm>~ever, the school district weighted average percent change 
mildly exceeded that of the counties \'lhile remaining behind that of the 
cities.l3 
Table 11 indicates that school district proportional changes (between 
1977-78 and 1979-80) exceeded the corresponding city in three (3) cases, 
but were behind in sixteen (16) cases. School district increases exceeded 
the corresponding county in six (6) cases, but were behind in thirteen (13) 
cases. The overall, unweighted and weighted average percent changes \'/ere 
less for school districts than for both the cities and counties.14 
However, the differences may not be as significant as they may first appear 
in view of the previously discussed sensitivity of the proportional 
changes. 
Table 12 suggests that employee benefits as a proportion of total com-
pensation for school personnel have generally risen less rapidly than for 
the selected classes. While the differentials do not seem especially 
significant for the period 1975-76 to 1979-80, a more pronounced difference 
seems to emerge in the period 1977-78 through 1979-80. However, this dif-
ference too may not be as marked as it first appears in view of the pre-
viously discussed sensitivity of the proportional changes. 
13The percentages were weighted on the basis of 1\D/\ for the school districts 






PERCENT CHANGES IN EMPLOYEE BENEFITS AS A PROPORTION 
OF TOTAL CGr1PENSATION FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND 
CORRESPONDING CITIES AND COUNTIES, 1975-76 to 1979-80 
Percent Percent 
School District Chanse City Chanse County 
Los Angeles 25.5 Los Angeles 36.3 Los Angeles 
San Diego 28.8 San Diego 12.1 San Diego 
San Francisco 82.5 San Francisco 75.5 San Francisco 
Long Beach 24.2 Long Beach 43.0 Los Angeles 
Oakland 15.1 Oakland 23.9 Alameda 
Fresno 36.9 Fresno 105.1 Fresno 
San Juan 30.4 Sacramento 12.9 Sacramento 
Garden Grove 25.1 Garden Grove 54.2 Orange 
Sacramento 26.6 Sacramento 12.9 Sac ramen to 
Mt. Diablo 24.2 Concord 74.6 Contra Costa 
San Jose 27.0 San Jose 33.4 Santa Clara 
Richmond 32.2 Richmond 21.7 Contra Costa 
Anaheim Anaheim 45.2 Orange 
Compton 40.0 Compton 35.1 Los Angeles 


















San Bernardino 26.7 San Bernardino 24.9 San Bernardino -01.5 
Santa Ana 37.8 Santa Ana 40.0 Orange 69.6 
Fremont 24.6 Fremont 21.2 Alameda 41.1 
Montebello 27.5 t1ontebe 11 o 66.9 Los Angeles 15.2 
Hacienda-La Puente 43.8 Los Angeles 36.3 Los Angeles 15.2 
Unweighted X 
Percent Change 32.7 44.1 36.7 
Weighted X 
Percent Change 30.3 38.8 29.5 
SOURCE: Changes in employee benefits for school districts are derived from 
data reported in the 1975-76 and 1979-80 State Controller's Annual 
Report on the Financial Transactions of School Districts (Table 3). 
Changes in employee benefits for the cities and counties are 
derived from employee benefit and total compensation data in 
Part III of the League of California Cities compensation surveys 
for 1976 and 1980. The 1976 and 1980 surveys should provide data 
which is mostly reported applicable to the 1975-76 and 1979-80 
fiscal years, respectively. Data reported for cities and counties 
are based on an average of a minimum of three (of a possible five) 
classes with useable data (i.e., the validity of the data is not 
patently questionable on its face because of possible reporting 
errors). An example of such questionable face validity would be a 
sudden drop in the total value of employee benefits from one year 
over the base year. 
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TABLE 11 
PERCENT CHANGES IN EMPLOYEE BENEFITS AS A PROPORTION 
OF TOTAL COMPENSATION FOR SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND 
CORRESPONDING CITIES AND COUNTIES, 1977-78 to 1979-80 
Percent Percent Percent 
School District Change City Change County Change 
Los Angeles 10.6 Los Angeles 19.7 Los Angeles -4.8 
San Diego 3.0 San Diego 13.1 San Diego 29.5 
San Francisco 20.2 San Francisco 60.2 San Francisco 60.2 
Long Beach 8.3 Long Beach 28.2 Los Angeles -4.8 
Oakland 9.2 Oak 1 and 21.0 Alameda 22.4 
Fresno 25.1 Fresno 02.8 Fresno 29.8 
San Juan 11.0 Sacramento -4.2 Sacramento 27.2 
Garden Grove 9.9 Garden Grove 28.1 Orange 47.6 
Sacramento 7.9 Sacramento -4.2 Sacramento 27.2 
Mt. Diablo 3.1 Concord 47.2 Contra Costa 16.2 
San Jose 12.2 San Jose 15.7 Santa Clara 21.2 
Richmond 5.1 Richmond 13.6 Contra Costa 16.2 
Anaheim Anaheim 37.9 Orange 47.6 
Compton 9.8 Compton 45.3 Los Angeles -4.8 
Orange 6.2 Orange 56.1 Orange 47.6 
San Bernardi no 8.0 San Bernardino 11.4 San Bernardino 03.4 
Santa Ana 14.1 Santa Ana 38.2 Orange 47.6 
Fremont 13.3 Fremont 30.1 Alameda 22.4 
Montebello 8.6 Montebello 30.7 Los Angeles -4.8 
Hac i enda-La Puente 7.3 Los Angeles 19.7 Los Angeles -4.8 
Umteighted X 
Percent Change 10.2 27.5 25.3 
Weighted X 
Percent Change 10.2 23.6 14.8 
SOURCE: Changes in employee benefits for school districts are derived from 
data reported in the 1975-76 and 1979-80 State Controller's Annual 
Report on the Financial Transactions of School Districts. 
Changes in employee benefits for the cities and counties are 
derived from employee benefit and total compensation data in 
Part III of the League of California Cities compensation surveys 
for 1976 and 1980. The 1976 and 1980 surveys should provide data 
which is mostly reported applicable to the 1975-76 and 1979-80 
fiscal years, respectively. Data reported for cities and counties 
are based on an average of a minimum of three (of a possible five) 
classes with useable data (i.e., the validity of the data is not 
patently questionable on its face because of possible reporting 
errors). An example of such questionable face validity would be a 
sudden drop in the total value of employee benefits from one year 




PERCENT CHANGES IN EMPLOYEE BENEFITS AS A PROPORTION 
OF TOTAL COMPENSATION FOR SELECTED CLASSES AND SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS, 1975-76 to 1979-80 and 1977-78 to 1979-80 
1. Percent 1. Percent 
Change 2. N Change 2. N 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS 32.7 ( 19) 10.2 (19) 
CLASSES OF CITY I 
COUNTY EMPLOYEES 
Assistant Civil Engineer 35.7 (26) 25.5 (27) 
Data Processing Programmer 34.6 {16) 20.1 (17) 
Firefighter 34.6 (17) 25.6 ( 16) 
Law Enforcement Officer 59.6 (25) 39.8 {26) 
Librarian 27.5 (20) 10.9 (21) 
SOURCE: The reported percentages for school districts are based on a 
simple average of the previously reported proportional expendi-
ture changes in employee benefits for the selected school 
districts. (See Table 10 and 11.) Proportional changes for 
the city and county employee classes are based on data \tithin 
the total compensation surveys of the League of California 
Cities, for the cities and counties which correspond to the 
selected school districts. The statistics are unweighted by 
size of jurisdiction. 
IV. ON-GOING MONITORING 
Theoretically, it should be possible to compare changes in total com-
pensation (i.e., salaries and employee benefits together) between teachers 
(or all school district personnel} and the selected classes of local 
employees. While total compensation data is available on a per class, per 
employee basis for the cities and counties, similar information is not 
available on a per teacher or per employee basis for the school districts. 
It will be recalled that it was for this reason that the data which underly 
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this analysis are not comparable between salaries and employee benefits;l5 
as a result, the underlying data cannot be simply aggregated or summed to 
reflect changes in total compensation. 
Comparison of changes in total compensation would be an appropriate 
task for any on-going monitoring of school district and local government 
salaries and employee benefits. 
The responsibility for on-going monitoring and comparison of teacher 
and local government compensation is not currently lodged in a single 
public agency. If the Legislature finds such information to be useful and 
of legitimate state concern, it could require a state agency to report on 
local compensation levels for teachers and other employees. One possible 
candidate for such a function would be the State Personnel Board. 
Information which is not already available through its local government 
salary survey could be gathered, perhaps, on a contract basis through those 
organizations which have already developed an information system for part 
of the data (e.g., Department of Education, League of California Cities, 
California Teachers Association). Validity of the information could be 
assured through appropriate quality control devices (e.g., independent 
verification of a sample of data). 
At any rate, the assigned state agency could also see that specific 
information was developed on overall teacher fringe benefits (as opposed 
to just health and welfare benefits). Such information would preclude 
15The comparisons of salary changes are based on percentage changes in the 
absolute values (i.e., pay scales or income), while total employee benefit 
comparisons are based on proportional chanqes in two other proportions or 




the need for drawing inferences, on employee bf'nc>fit chnnges, from 
district-\'lide expenditures reported by the State Controller's Office; it 
would thus serve to enhance the completeness of teacher-local government 
fringe benefit comparisons and dlso cledr th~ wo.y fur comparison on the 
basis of total compensation • 
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ATTACHMENT: DATA SOURCES AND AVAILABILITY 
The previous analysis draws upon data from the State Personnel 
Board, the United States Bureau of the Census, the League of California 
Cities, the California Teachers Association, and the State Controller's 
Office. Specific document citations are presented in the text. 
The data sources which were used are generally available on a 
periodic basis. 
The Bureau of the Census publication, Public Employment in 1980, 
should be published around June of 1981. 
Local government salary survey information from the State Personnel 
Board (SPB) was based on the Spring "re-check" print-outs. The 1981 
results should be available in March or April of 1981. A Fall, 1980 
survey should be currently available but would not be fully comparable. 
Print-outs from the Leogue of California Cities' total compensation 
survey for 1981 should be developed by early March of 1981. 
Salary structure information for 1980-81 is provided to the 
California Teachers Association (CTA) by reporting school districts. A 
few districts had already reported 1980-81 salary structure information 
when data was requested by the Assembly Office of Research in November 
1980. 
The SDE does not plan to collect health and welfare benefit infor-
mation for 1980-81. While CTA benefit information probably could be 
26 
used as a substitute for the health and welfare information in this 
document, it probably should not be used to simply update the infor-
mation here because of possible comparability problems. 
Aggregate school district expenditure data for employee benefits 
should be available from the State Controller's Office in pre-published 




November 17, 1980 
CITY FINANCE SURVEY 
City of _____________________________ _ 
City Manager _______________ _ 
Phone 
·~-~------------------




Zip Code _____ _ 
DEADLINE: PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED SURVEY BY MONDAY DECEMBER 15, 
1980. 
Return the survey to: City Survey 
Assembly Office of Research 
1116 - 9th Street, Room 111 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
I or· furl her· i nftWIIIdl. i un contc~cl.: Kevl n Bt~con or· /\r·L 1\tckenham 
Assenbly Office of ~esearch 
( 916) 445-6775 
flACKGROUNO 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to provide the California 
Legislature with factual information about the financial condition of 
California cities. It has been mailed to every California city with a 
population of 50,000 or more and to a 20 percent sample of smaller 
cities. The information obtained will become the basis for a report 
prepared by the Assembly Office of Research for publication in April of 
1981. Followup interviews will be conducted in 20 to 25 of the cities 
responding to this survey. 
We realize that this is a very extensive questionnaire. All of the 
areas covered in this survey have been reviewed by staff of the League 
of California Cities and by representatives of 11 cities who assisted 
AOR in its design. The data requested is designed to provide a complete 
picture of city finances and service levels over the 1977-78 to 1979-80 
period. With this data, we hope to highlight key trends in city finances 
since Proposition 13, point out areas where future problems are develop-
ing, and show how the diverse range of California cities have been 
affected by and responded to the recent dramatic changes in the state-
local financial system. 
Your patience and cooperation in this effort will be greatly 
appreciated. 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
1) Use actual figures for revenues and expenditures for the 
1977-78, 1978-79, and 1979-80 fiscal years. 
2) Do not include redevelopment agency revenues or expenditures in 
your response to this survey. Do not include special district data in 
this survey. Special districts are defined as those districts that must 
file an annual report of financial transactions with the State 
Controller. 
3) Round off all figures to the nearest dollar--do not include 
cents. 
4) We recognize that not every city will have readily available 
data on each and every question asked in this survey. The questions 
asked are designed to obtain information about the key indicators of a 
city's financial condition and how it and the level of service in the 
city have changed over the last three years. If you are unable to 
answer a question but do wish to respond to the subject matter involved, 
please feel free to attach a supplemental response. 
• 
• 
City of _____ _ 
PART 1 
Background Information 
These questions are designed to secure background information about 
your city which will help us to classify it with respect to other cities 
in our survey. 
1. Type of city: Charter D General Law D 
2. Year city was incorporated: 
3. Population on January 1 
1978 1979 1980 
4. Land area of city in square miles on January 1 
1978 _____ _ 1979 ------- 1980 ______ _ 
5. Were special districts* responsible wholly or, in part, for any of 
the following services within the incorporated limits of the city 
during the 1977-78 to 1979-80 period? 
6. 
Fire Protection 
Parks and Recreation 
Library 
Sewers 
















If the role of special districts in providing these services changed 
materially during the 1977-78 - 1979-80 period, please explain. 
Does the city contract with another government agency to provide the 
following services rather than use city employees? 
Fire Protection Yes D No D 
Name of Agency 
Police Protection Yes D No D 
Name of Agency 
*Special districts are defined as all districts that file an annual 
report with the State Controller whether they are governed by an 
independently elected board or a board controlled by the City Council. 
Part 1 (continued) City of ------------------
Please list other major city functions that are contracted out to 
another government agency or a private contractor. Next to each 
function list the name of the contractor. 
7. Check which of the following boxes applies to the city's accounting 
treatment of the following activities in terms of its annual report 
to the State Controller. 
Reported as a Service Not 
r~uni ci pa 1 Reported as a Part Performed 
Enteq~ri se Fund of Cit~ Budget b~ the Cit~ 
Water Uti 1 ities D D D 
Sewers D D D 
Transportation Systems D D D 
2 
City of _________ _ 
PART 2 
Revenues 
We are seeking a statement of the city's sources of revenue. Do 
not include revenues vvhich are accounted for as municipal enterprise 
fund activities in your annual financial report filed with the State 
Controller. Do not include revenues for redevelopment agencies. 
Generally, the items included on our list of revenues are defined 
in exactly the same manner as they are in the instructions which accom-
pany the annual report filed with the State Controller. 
Please attach an explanation in any case where total revenues 
reported here differ materia 11 y from the amount in the annua 1 report 
your city filed with the Controller. 
Local Taxes 
For each of the "Local Taxes" listed in the revenue table (Items 
3(a)(f) page 5), please provide the items of information listed below on 
a separate sheet(s) of paper. 
NOTE: If the "Other Local Taxes" (Item 3(f)) category accounts for less 
than 15 percent of the total "Local Taxes" revenue do not list or 
explain such minor tax bases and tax rates. 
a) Briefly describe the tax base(s) and tax rates in effect during 
1979-80 (for example, utility user tax: tax base is all electric, gas, 
and telephone utility bills. Tax rate is 5 percent). It is not 
necessary to describe minor exemptions or credits, but please do 
indicate if significant credits or exemptions are given (for example, 
credits for low income or elderly residents or small businesses). 
b) l~ere these tax bases or tax rates materia 11 y changed during the 
1977-78 to 1979-80 period? If so, indicate when, how, and a rough esti-
mate of the revenue effect of the change. 
c) Has your city attempted to impose a "Special Tax" si nee the 
passage of Proposition 13? If so, what was the result of the election 
held on the tax? Briefly describe the proposed special tax and the 
function to which it is dedicated, if any (i.e., police, fire, 
paramedics, etc.) 
3 
Part 2 (continued) City of 
Revenues (Do not include cents) 
1. Property Taxes1 
a. Non-debt service tax rate revenue 
b. Debt service tax rate revenue 
c. Homeowner subventions 
d. Business inventory subventions 
e. SB 154 block grant (1978-79) 
2. Sales and Use Taxes 
3. Local Taxes 
a. Business taxes (licenses, payroll 
gross receipts, etc.) 
b. Utility user taxes 
c. Transient occupancy taxes 
d. Property transfer taxes 
e. Construction taxes 
f. Other local taxes 
4. Licenses and Permits 
a. Construction and development 
b. All other licenses and permits 
5. Total Fines, Forfeits and Penalties 
6. Investment Earnings 
7. Rents, Royalties, and Concessions 
8. State Shared Revenues 
a. Alcoholic beverage licenses 
b Vehicle license fees 
c. Gas tax 
e. Trailer coach tax 
f. Other state shared revenues 
-------------------











Part 2 (continued) 
9. Federal Revenue Sharing 
10. Revenue from all other local agencies 
(county, special districts, etc.) 
11. Current Service Charges 
a. Land development fees and charges 
(zoning, planning, engineering, 
etc.) 
b. Sewer fees 
c. Garbage fees 
d. Park and recreation fees 
e. All other fees and charges2 




a. Contribution from city owned 
enterpri ses3 --
b. All other revenue 
Subtotal 
State and Federal Grant Programs 
a. Total of state grants or other 
b • Comm. Develop. Block Grants 
c. CETA 
d. IJrbdn Develop. /\ct ion (;rants 
(UDAG) 
e • All other federal aid or grants 
TOTAL REVENUES FROM ALL SOURCES 
Footnotes 
ai 
City of _______ _ 
19//-/'d 1Y/'d-/Y 1979-80 
c 
r----
1Do not include revenues for special districts or redevelopment agencies serving all or 
par~f the city. 
2Lighting and parking district assessments should be included in ll(e) "Current Service 
Charges -Other" if they are not reported as special districts or enterprise funds. 
3This item refers to any "net income" earned from such enterprises which is contri-
buted to the city•s general operations. Do not include the amount of reimbursements to 
city departments for services performed. Such reimbursements should be "netted out" of 
city expenditures reported on other schedules. 
5 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS USED FOR DEFINING 
EXPENDITURE AND EMPLOYMENT CATEGORIES 
The following program descriptions have been adapted from the work 
of the League of California Cities Advisory Committee on Uniform 
Financial Reporting and are used for expenditure, employment, and 
capital program reporting. (Parts 3, 5, and 7 of this survey.) 
General Government includes: 
i) Legislative-
Include all expenditures for activities under direct control of, 
or in support of the legislative function; e.g., City Council, 
City Attorney, City Clerk, Elections and City Auditor (if inde-
pendently elected or legislatively appointed). 
ii) Management and Support-
Include all expenditures for activities which are supportive of 
functional programs; e.g., City Manager, City Administrator, 
Finance Administration (including accounting, budgeting, 
purchasing, and cash management), Personnel Administration 
(including civil service cormissions), Property Management, 
Grant Administration and Data Processing (if not accounted for 
as an internal service fund). 
iii) Other General Government -
Police 
Include all expenditures related to the advertisement and promo-
tion of the community and general government expenditures that 
cannot be allocated to functional areas. 
Note: Please distribute expenditures for employee benefits and 
retirement costs to the appropriate program areas. Where 
possible, also distribute expenditures for rents, 
insurance, and other similar items that are traceable to 
specific functional areas. 
Include all expenditures for police related activities, including the 
City Prosecutor if different from the City Attorney. 
Fire 
Include 1 expenditures for fire related services. (Note: Ambulance 
and/or paramedic services if provided as part of the activities of 
the fire or police function may be included in that function. 
Ambulance service, if maintained independently of the police or fire 
function, should be classified under "Other Programs.") 
Liquid Waste Collection and Disposal 





Solid Waste Collection and Disposal 
Include all expenditures related to the collection and disposal of 
solid wastes; e.g., refuse collection, landfill operations. 
Streets and Other Public Works 
Include all expenditures related to maintenance, engineering, and 
construction for all street related activities; e.g., general main-
tenance, street sweeping, street trees, landscaping, curbs, gutters 
and sidewalks, street signs and striping, traffic signals, street 
lighting, storm drains and snow removal. Include the cost of main-
tenance and operation for all off-street parking facilities. Do not 
include parking operations reported as an enterprise fund. 
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Activities 
Include expenditures related to the construction, maintenance and 
operation of parks and/or park type facilities, e.g., historical 
monuments, open spaces, beautification areas, etc. Include all 
expenditures related to the provision of supervised leisure time 
activities including those provided in the above facilities; e.g., art 
and craft classes, self-improvement classes, excursions, dances, 
sports leagues, etc. Also include museums and golf courses. 
Libraries 
Include all expenditures for library related activities. 
Community Development 
i) Planning-
Include all expenditures for development and control of the 
City's General Plan • 
ii) Code Enforcement-
Include all expenditures related to the enforcement of regula-
tory enactments; e.g., zoning ordinances, property maintenance 
ordinances and regulatory permit requirements • 
iii) Building/Construction Inspection-
Include all expenditures related to the issuance of permits and 
the subsequent inspection for all construction related 
activities; e.g., plan checking, building permits, excavation 
permits and construction permits. 
Other Programs 
Include expenditures not otherwise classified such as those for 




(a) General Government 
(b) Police Protection 
(c) Fire Protection 
{d) Solid Waste Collec-
tion and Disposal 
(e) Liquid Waste Collec-
tion and Disposal 
(f) Streets and Other 
Public Works 
(g) Parks, Recreation and 
Cultural Activities 
(h) Libraries 
( i ) Community Development 
(planning, code 
enforcement, etc.) 





tures for operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1977-78 
City 
distributi of expenditures across areas of city government, 
tures for operations 
serving part or all of the city. Major 
The attached 




Reti ;b oyment 
Costs Taxes l~~' ng tpenses 
transfers from one 
se act viti es 
fund) and is rei 
tures for programs 
s survey, 
another or 
i uded. For 
those 
f~nded from 
Contract Payments for 
Services Provided EquipmentC Debt Service 
Private Other Govern and Minor Lease 
Sector ment Agencie! Capita 1 Out 1 ay Obligations 
- -------------------·-···-···--·- ------·-···-------------···----~ ~----------------










arotai ~cxrenditures for CETA employees working in functional activities 
bcoc+ , A "retirement" or "employee benefits" should be distributed to 
ever, _,e r lacement costs should be reported here. Do not include tures for individual pieces of equipment tna~ cost in excess of $100,000. Such 
spending s:,ould be reported on the capital spending tdble in Part 7. 
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City of _________ _ 
PART 3 {Continued) 
CURRENT EXPENDITURES 
(Do not include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise funds) 
--- Fiscal Year 1978-79 
1978-79 
This portion of the survey focuses on the distribution of expenditures across broad program areas of city government. The attached list of program 
descriptions should be used to classify city expenditures for this survey. Do not include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise fund activi-
ties. Do not include expenditures for special districts or redevelopment agencies serving part or all of the city. Major capital spending should be 
reportea-Tn!Part 7 of this survey (page 16). 
To avoid double counting, expenditures reported should be net of all reimbursements and transfers from one program to another or from municipal enter-
prise funds. City government expenditures that are reimbursed oy-separately reported enterprise activities should not be included. For example, if the 
public works department performs work for the water utility (which is reported as an enterprise fund) and is reimbursed for those expenditures, then such 
expenditures should be reported by the water utility and not by the public works department. Expenditures for programs funded from federal grants or other 
federal revenues should be reported if the federal funds are reported in the revenue section of this survey. 
Other Employee Contract Payments for 
Benefits and Services Provided EquipmentC Debt Service 
Program Wages and Ret i rement b Employment Operating Private Other Govern and Minor Lease 
Salariesa Costs Taxes Expenses Sector ment Agencies Capital Outlay Obligations 
(a) General Government 
(b) Police Protection 
(c) Fire Protection 
(d) Solid Waste Collec-
tion and Disposal 
(e) Liquid Waste Collec-
tion and Disposal 
(f) Streets and Other 
Public Works 
(g) Parks, Recreation anc 
Cultural Activities 
{h) Libraries 
( i ) Conmunity Development 
(planning, code 
enforcement, etc.) 
( j) Other Programs 
TOTAL 
--~····-- - -·---·-···~·----- '-~ - -
arotal expenditures for CETA employees working in functional activities should be included in the expenditures for each program area. 





cvehicle replacement costs should be reported here. Do not include expenditures for individual pieces of equipment that cost in excess of $100,000. Such 




(a) General Government 
(b) Police Protection 
(c) Fire Protection 
(d) Solid Waste Collec-
t1on and Disposal 
(e) liquid Waste Collec-
tfon and Disposal 
{f) Streets and Other 
Public Works 
(g) Parks, Recreation anc 
Cultural Activities 
(h) libraries 
(i) Community Development 
(planning, code 
enforcement, etc.) 
(j) Other Programs 
TOTAL 
-- ----- ~-- --
PART 3 (Continued} 
CURRENT EXPENDITURES 
City of _________ _ 
1979-80 
(Do not include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1979-80 
Other -~~loy~ Contract Payments for 
;b 
Services Provided 
Reti Employment ng Pr1 vate utner Govern 
Costs Taxes Expenses Sector ment Agencies 
H st of program 
fund act i vi -
should be 






Equi pmentC Debt Service 
and Minor lease 





aTot 1l ~r:>enditures for CHA employees working in functional activities should be included in the expenditures for each program area. 
bco• ~ '"'r "retirement" or "employee benefits" should be distributed to program areas. 
cv~ ~1~ ~olacement costs should be reported here. Do not include expenditures for individual pieces of equipment that cost in excess of $100,000. Such 




City of _______ _ 
PART 4 
ENTERPRISE FUND ACTIVITY EXPENDITURES 
(Reported as Such in the City's Annual Report 
Filed With the Controller) 









*Amount of Subsidy from city 
government's general revenues 
1977-78 
(if any) ( __ _ 









*Amount of Subsidy from city 






( __ _ 
1979-80 
1979-80 
(. ___ ) 
*IT any subsidy is received it should be included in 11 Non-operating 
Revenues." The purpose of this item is to discover how big a subsidy, 
if any, is provided. 
lla 
City of _______ _ 
PART 4 (Continued) 
ENTERPRISE FUND ACTIVITY EXPENDITURES 
(Reported as Such in the City's Annual Report 
Filed With the Controller) 











*Amount of Subsidy from city 
government's general revenues 
(if any) {. __ _ 









Subsidy from city 









( __ _ 
*If any subsidy is received it should be included in 11 Non-operating 
Revenues. 11 The purpose of this item is to discover how big a subsidy, 
if any, is provided. 
llb 
City of _______ _ 
PART 4 (Continued) 
ENTERPRISE FUND ACTIVITY EXPENDITURES 
(Reported as Such in the City's Annual Report 
Filed With the Controller) 









*Amount of Subsidy from city 
government's general revenues 
1977-78 
(if any) ( __ _ 









*Amount of Subsidy from city 
government's general revenues 
1977-78 









*If any subsidy is received it should be included in 11 Non-operating 
Revenues." The purpose of this item is to discover how big a subsidy, 





















Number of Budgeted 
Number of Budgeted Part-Time Seasonal 
Full-Time Positions FTE Positionsb 
(Non-CETA Funded) (Non-CETA) 
Number of FTE Total Full-Time 
CETA Fundedb Equivalent 
Positions Positions 
aEnterprise activities are only those accounted for as municipal enterprise fund activities for 
purposes of the Controller•s annual report. 




















PART 5 (Continued) 
EMPLOYMENT DATA 
1978-79 
Number of Budgeted 
Number of Budgeted Part-Time Seasonal 
Full-Time Positions FTE Posit i onsb 
(Non-CETA Funded) (Non-CETA) 
Number of FTE Tot a 1 Full-Time 
CETA Fundedb Equivalent 
Positions Positions 
aEnterprise activities are only those accounted for as municipal enterprise fund activities for 
purposes of the Controller•s annual report. 


















PART 5 (Continued) 
EMPLOYMENT DATA 
1979-80 
Number of Budgeted 
Number of Budgeted Part-Time Seasonal 
Full-Time Positions FTE Positionsb 
(Non-CETA Funded) (Non-CETA) 
Number of FTE Total Full-Time 
CETA Fundedb Equivalent 
Positions Positions 
aEnterprise activities are only those accounted for as municipal enterprise fund activities for 
purposes of the Controller's annual report. 
bFTE = Full-time equivalent positions. 
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City of _______ _ 
PART 6 
Reserve Funds/Accounts 
Little is known at the state level about the amounts of and necessary purposes for which local governments keep reserve funds. 
Please list below all the city's reserve funds or accounts, including unallocated/unappropriated general fund reserves. For 
example, include reserve funds or accounts for capital outlay, vehicle replacement, self insurance, workers compensation, etc. You 
may consolidate individual small funds/accounts into broader categories to simplify your response. Please exclude donated funds 
held in trust funds or accounts. Do not include pension or retirement funds. 
Name of 
Reserve Fund/Account 
Purpose or Liability 
for Which Fund is Held 
Fund Balance on June 30 
1978 1979 1980 
15 
Estimated 
Actua 1 Amount of 
of Total Liability 
Against Which Fund 
is Held (7/1/80) 
Specify if Fund 
is Restricted 






Many observers have expressed the view that equipment and capital 
facilities spending was the first casualty of Proposition 13. There is 
little data available on this subject, hence, the following table. 
Capital Spending (Land acquisition, new or replacement structures, 
equipping new or replacement structures, street reconstruction, major 
alterations to existing structures, and related expenditures. Also 
include expenditures for individual pieces of equipment that cost in 
excess of $100,000.) Do not report capital spending from municipal 
enterprise funds or from redevelopment agency funds. 


















Since the passage of Proposition 13 in June 1978, many questions 
have been asked about whether municipal service levels have changed as a 
result of the reduction in property tax revenue. Unfortunately, no set 
of generally agreed upon service level indicators exists for answering 
such questions. The following questions are an attempt (imperfect at 
best) to answer some of these questions. 
Please note that for each program area, space is provided for your 
narrative comments about changes in service levels over the survey 
period. We encourage you to send us your comments. From your comments 
and those of your collegues we may be able to discern common patterns 
and frame better specific questions in the future. Please attach addi-
tional pages if more space is required. 
A) FIRE PROTECTION 
I) Average response time (in minutes) of first unit on fire call, 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ___ _ 
Average response time (in minutes) of first unit on paramedic, 
first aid, or other call. 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
Check whether your city defines "response time" as: 
D 
D 
Time from receipt of call from the public to arrival of 
unit at scene 
Time from receipt of call from the public to dispatch of 
unit (i.e., unit acknowledges receipt of radio call and 
begins to proceed to location) 
II) Fire crew manning per pumper: 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
III) Total fire department staffing (number of regular positions plus 
the manpower equivalent of "constant manning"--i.e., convert 
scheduled overtime to its manpower equivalent): 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
17 
Part 8 (Continued) City of _______ _ 
IV) Number of inspections made by fire department staff: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
V) Total number of calls for assistance received in: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
VI) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. {Use additional space if needed) 
B) POLICE PROTECTION 
I) Number of FTE sworn employees {based on budgeted positions, not 
actual positions filled): 
197 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
Number of 
not actual 
non-sworn employees (based on budgeted positions, 
it ions fi 11 ed): 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
II) What was the average response time for Priority I calls as 
defined by your department (i.e., major crimes such as assaults, 




1978- 1979-80 ___ _ 
your city defines "response time" as: 
me from receipt of call from the public to arrival of unit 
at scene 
receipt of call from the public to dispatch of 
t (i.e., t acknowledges receipt of radio call and 
ns to proceed to location) 
18 
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Part 8 (Continued) City of _______ _ 
III) List the types of calls for assistance that have been assigned to 
a lower priority response category or for which a patrol car is 
no longer being dispatched. List types of calls in the first 
year during which a lower priority was assigned. If a higher 
priority was later reassigned to such a call, please indicate 
that fact. 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ___ _ 
IV) Total calls for assistance received in: 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ____ _ 
V) Comments on changes in service levels provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
C) STREETS 
I) Street Conditions 
(i) Total lane miles in street system: 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ___ _ 
(ii) Lane miles of streets repaved in (do not include miles 
reported in iii): 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
(iii) Lane miles treated by slurry seal, chip seal, or other similar 
maintenance procedure in: 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ___ _ 
19 
Part 8 (Continued) City of _______ _ 
II) Street Sweeping 
(i) Average frequency of sweeping (sweepings per month) 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
Residential streets 
Arterial streets 
Business district streets 
III) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
D) PARK AND RECREATION PROGRAMS 
I) Maintenance 
(i) The ratio of acres of developed park land per budgeted FTE 
maintenance position. You may include landscaping and 
median strips if maintained by park personnel. 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ___ _ 
II) Recreation Programs 
Number of full-time equivalent {FTE) recreation program staff 
(convert part-time and seasonal positions to full-time equivalents) 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
III) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
20 
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Part 8 (Continued) City of _______ _ 
E) LIBRARY PROGRAMS 
I) Acquisitions 
(i) Expenditures for book acquisitions: 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
(ii) Expenditures for non-book (periodicals, records, etc.) 
acquisitions: 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
II) Library Outlets 
(i) Number of central and branch libraries: 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ----- 1979-80 ___ _ 
( i i) Number of 11 bookmobil e .. stops: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
III) Compute the number of public service hours per week for each 
branch and the central library and sum the total. (Do not 
include bookmobile hours) 
1977-78 ___ hrs/wk 1978-79 ___ hrs/wk 1979-80 ___ hrs/wk 
IV) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 




1. Total Revenues (from 
line 15, page 5) 
PART 9 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
2. Total Current Expenditures 
(from Part 3, pp. 8, 9 and 10) 
~--------~--------~--------~ 
3. Total Capital Expenditures 
(from Part 7, p. 16) 
4. Current surplus or (deficit): 
line 1 minus (line 2 plus 
line 3} 
5. Contribution from fund 
balances or reserve accounts 
needed to finance spending 
reported above (if any) 
this summary table is to show the total resources 
used to city activities in each of these fiscal years. Do not 
include revenues or expenditures for municipal enterprise fund 
activities 
PART 10 
1. 1r1as your city's appropriations subject to the Gann 
Li t in base year? $, __________ _ 
2. of your city's appropriations not subject to the 




December 31, 1980 
COUNTY FINANCE SURVEY 
County of -----------------------------
CAO ______________________________ ___ 




Zip Code;._ ___ _ 
DEADLINE: PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED SURVEY BY JANUARY 28, 1981. 
Return the survey to: County Survey 
Assembly Office of Research 
1116 - 9th Street, Room Ill 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
For further information contact: Kevin Bacon or Art Packenham 
Assembly Office of Research 
(916) 445-6775 
BACKGROUND 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to provide the California 
Legislature wi factual information about the financial condition of 
California counties. In addition to this written survey, in-person 
interviews will conducted in 10 counties to obtain a fuller 
understanding of key issues. The information obtained will become the 
basis for a report prepared by the Assembly Office of Research for 
publication in April of 1981. 
We realize that this is a very extensive questionnaire. The data 
requested is designed to provide a complete picture of county finances 
and service levels over the 1977-78 to 1979-80 period. With this data, 
we hope to ghlight key trends in county finances since Proposition 13, 
point out areas where future problems are developing, and show how the 
diverse range of California counties have been affected by and responded 
to the recent dramatic changes in the state-local financial system. 
Your patience and cooperation in this effort will be greatly 
appreciated. 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
1) Use actual figures for revenues and expenditures for the 
1977-78, 1978-79, and 1979-80 fiscal years. 
2) Specifically excluded from this survey are transactions relating 
to school districts, special districts, and county service areas. Do not 
include redevelopment agency revenues or expenditures in your response 
to this survey. Do not include special district data in this survey. 
Special districts are defined as those districts that must file an 










to nearest dollar--do not include 
that not every county will have readily available 
question asked in this survey. The questions 
obtain information about the key indicators of a 
ion and how it and the level of service in the 
last three years. If you are unable to 
sh to respond to the subject matter involved, 




County of ________ _ 
PART 1 
Background Information 
These questions are designed to secure background information about 
your county which will help us to classify it with respect to other 
counties in our survey. 
1. Type of county: Charter c=J General Law D 
2. Total population on January 1: 
1978 ------ 1979 _____ _ 1980 ______ _ 
3. Unincorporated area population on January 1: 
1978 _____ _ 1979 _____ _ 1980 ______ _ 
4. Check which of the following boxes applies to the county's accounting 
treatment of the following activities in terms of its 1979-80 annual 










Reported as a Part 















county 1 s sources of revenue for 
years. 
s part of the survey revenues received by: 
ies which your county reports separately 
ons report with the Controller. 
le a separate annual report with the 
cts governed by the Board of 
by independent boards. 
revenues ved less than countywide funds if 
those~~r-~~~ reported separately as special districts for pur-
poses annual report. 
on our list revenues are defined 
instructions which accompany the 
er. There are several exceptions 
footnoted. In particular, we draw 
points: 
tax revenues reported for 
revenues due to the application of 
tax rate above the $4 rate. 
cost the state assuming the 
ions in 1978-79 and 1979-80. 
are "passed through" to other 
acts as a CETA prime sponsor. Only 
s retained by the county for 
Revenues (Do not include cents) 
1. Property Taxes1 
a. Non-debt service tax rate revenue 
b. Debt service tax rate revenue 
c. Homeowner subventions 
d. Business inventory subventions 
I 
e. SB 154 Bail-out Grant (1978-79) 
2. Sales and Use Taxes2 
3. Other Local Taxes 
4. Licenses, Permits, and Franchises 
a. Construction permits 
b. Business licenses 
c. Franchises 
d. Other licenses or permits 
5. Total Fines, Forfeits and Penalties 
6. Investment Earnings 
1 7. Rents, Royalties, and Concessions 
8. State Shared Revenues 
a. Vehicle license fees 
b. Gas tax 
I c. Trailer coach tax 
d. Other state shared revenues 
9. Federal Revenue Sharing 
10. Charges for Current Service 
a. Court fees 
b. Planning and engineering fees 
c. All health service fees3 
County of ________ _ 
PART 2 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
5 
Part 2 (continued) County of ___________ _ 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
d. Park and recreation fees 
e. Law enforcement 
f. All other fees or charges 
11. Other Revenues 
12. SUBTOTAL 
13. State Aid for: 
a. All health programs4 
b. Public Assistance--Administration \----------1-------+--------1 
c. Public Assistance--income main-
tenance grants5 
d. All other programs 
14. Federal Aid for: 
a. Public Assistance--Administration t--------1--------1--------1 
b. Public Assistance--income main-
tenance grants 
c. Health programs 
d. CETA6 
e. All other federal grants or aid 
15. TOTAL REVENUES FROM ALL SOURCES 
Footnotes 
loa not include that portion of the 1978-79 unsecured roll revenues due to the application 
of the prior year (pre-Proposition 13) tax rate above the $4 rate. 
2oo not include sales tax revenue from the 1/4¢ county transportation tax. 
3rnclude all fees or service charges for health care services, institutional care and 
services, mental health programs, and other health services. 
4oo not show the state assumption of the county's Medi-Cal contribution in 1978-79 and 
1979-80 as a revenue. 
5oo not show the state assumption of the county's SSI/SSP contribution in 1978-79 and 
1979-80 as a revenue. 
6oo not report CETA funds that are "passed through" to other governmental agencies if the 
county acts as a CETA prime sponsor. Only report CETA funds retained by the county for 
its own use. 
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• 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS USED FOR DEFINING EXPENDITURE 
AND EMPLOYMENT CATEGORIES 
The program structure used in the sections of this survey dealing 
with current expenditures ing sources, capital spending, and 
employment is based on the functions set forth in the California 
Administrative Code, Title 2, Chapter 2, Subchapter 2, Section 944, and 
on the format for the annual report of financial transactions filed with 
the State Controller. It is the same structure used under the County 
Budget Act of 1964, Schedule 5. 
We have used the eight basic functions as the basis of our 
reporting structure. In the public protection, health and sanitation, 
and public assistance functions we have added subdivisions to draw out 
more detailed information on programs that are of special interest to 
the Legislature. 
Please note that we are requesting that retirement and employee 
benefit costs be distributed to the appropriate function. Where 
possible, also distribute expenditures for rents, insurance, and other 
similar items that are traceable to the operations of a specific func-
tion or program. Please do not report "federal revenue sharing" as a 
general government expenditure. In our reporting scheme federal revenue 
sharing is a revenue item. Actual expenditures financed by revenue 
sharing funds should be reported in the appropriate functions in the 
expenditure survey. 
Below, we have reproduced the expenditure function structure con-
tained in the California Administrative Code • 
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Program Descriptions (Continued) 
Function 
(a) General 
(b) Public Protection 
(c) Public Ways and Facilities 
(d) Health and Sanitation 
(e) Public Assistance 
(f) Education 
{g) Recreation and Cultural 
Services 
(h) Debt Service 
Activity 












Detention and correction 
Fire protection 










Crippled children's services 
Sanitation 
















Veterans' memorial buildings 
Small craft harbors 
Retirement of long-term debt 
Interest on long-term debt 




This portion of the survey focuses on the distribution of expenditures across 
broad program areas of county government. The attached list of program descrip-
tions should be used to classify county expenditures for this survey. Do not 
include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise fund activit1es. Do 
not include expenditures for special districts or redevelopment agencies. Major 
capital spending should be reported in Part 6 of this survey (page 18). 
To avoid double counting, expenditures reported should be net of all reim-
bursements and transfers from one program to another or from enterprise funds. 
County government expenditures that are reimbursed by separately reported 
enterprise activities should not be included. For example, if the public works 
department performs work for the water utility (which is reported as an enterprise 
fund) and is reimbursed for those expenditures, then such expenditures should be 
reported by the water utility and not by the public works department. Expendi-
tures for programs funded from federal grants or other federal revenues should be 
reported if the federal funds are reported in the revenue section of this survey. 
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County of _______ _ 
PART 3(a) 
CURRENT EXPENDITURES 
(Do not include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1977-78 
Salaries, 
Retirement anc Services 
Function Employee and Fixed Total 



























Debt Service xxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxx 
Total 
aTotal expenditures for CETA employees working in functional activities should be 
included in the expenditures for the "Public Assistance- Other" area. 
bcosts for "retirement" or "employee benefits" should be distributed to functional 
areas. 




County of _______ _ 
PART 3(a) 
CURRENT EXPENDITURES 
(Do not include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise funds) 
- Fiscal Year 1978-79 
Salaries, 
Retirement and Services 
Function Employee and Fixed Total 



























Debt Service xxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxx 
Total 
arotal expenditures for CETA employees working in functional activities should be 
included in the expenditures for the "Public Assistance- Other" area. 
bcosts for "retirement" or "employee benefits" should be distributed to functional 
areas. 





County of _______ _ 
(Do not include expenditures for operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1979-80 
Sal aries, 
Retirement anc Services 
Function Employee and Fixed Total 



























Debt Service xxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxx 
Total 
aTotal expenditures for CETA employees working in functional activities should be 
included in the expenditures for the "Public Assistance- Other" area. 
beasts for "retirement" or "employee benefits" should be distributed to functional 
areas. 
CMajor capital outlay should be reported in Part 6, page 19. 
12 
• 
County of _____ _ 
PART 3(b) 
SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS 
(Do not include operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1977-78 
Source of Funding (in dollars) 




















Socia 1 services 
Administration 
Other (includes 






Tot a 1 b 
aplease report federal revenue sharing, and other federal funds in the functional area 
in which those funds are expended. CETA funds should be reported in the "Public 
Assistance - Other" category. 
bTotal should agree with the total reported on Part 3(a). 
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County of _____ _ 
PART 3(b) 
SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS 
(Do not include operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1978-79 
Source of Funding ' in do 11 a rs) 















Hospita 1 care 
Sanitation 




Admi ni strat ion 
Other (includes 






Tot a 1 b 
aplease report federal revenue sharing, and other federal funds in the functional area 
in which those funds are expended. CETA funds should be reported in the "Public 
Assistance - Other" category. 
brotal should agree with the total reported on Part 3(a). 
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County of _____ _ 
PART 3(b) 
SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS 
(Do not include operations reported as enterprise funds) 
Fiscal Year 1978-79 
Source of Funding (in dollars) 





























aplease report federal revenue sharing, and other federal funds in the functional area 
in which those funds are expended. CETA funds should be reported in the "Public 
Assistance - Other" category. · 

















Public Wa~s and 
FaciHties 
















Total Number of FTE 
CETA Funded Posi-
tions used in County 
Functi onsb 
Enterprise Activitiesc 
(Name of Activity) 
1977-78 1978-79 f9T!J..:go-
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
aconvert part-time or seasonal positions to the equivalent number of full-
time positions. Report the number of positions actually filled. Do not 
include CETA funded positions in the first part of the table. --
bFTf = Full-time equivalent positions. 
CEnterprise activities are only those accounted for as enterprise fund 
activities for purposes of the Controller's annual report. 
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County of ________ _ 
PART 5 
Reserve Funds/Accounts 
Little is known at the state level about the amounts of and necessary purposes for which local governments keep reserve funds. Please list below 
all the county's reserve funds or accounts, including unallocated/unappropriated general fund reserves. For example, include reserve funds or accounts 
for capital outlay, self insurance, workers compensation, etc. You may consolidate individual small funds/accounts into broader categories to simplify 
your response. Please exclude donated funds held in trust funds or accounts. Do not include pension or retirement funds. 
Name of 
Reserve Fund/Account 
Purpose or Liability 
for Which Fund is Held 
Fund Balance on June 30 
l9Tlr-~-~--- - T979 -~ ~ -~ -- T9SU 
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Estimated 
Amount of Tot a 1 
Liability Against 
Which Fund was Held 
(6/30/80) (if known) 







Many observers have expressed the view that major equipment and 
capital facilities spending was the first casualty of Proposition 13. 
There is little data available on this subject, hence, the following table. 
Capital Spendin~ (Land acquisition, new or replacement structures, 
equipping new or rep acement structures, street reconstruction, major 
alterations to existing structures, related expenditures and other 
capital spending not reported in the "Fixed Assets" column of the 
current expenditure table. Do not report capital spending from 
enterprise funds or from redevelopment agency funds. 










Public Wal:s and 
Fac11 ities 
Health and 





















Since the passage of Proposition 13 in June 1978, many questions 
have been asked about whether service levels have changed as a result of 
the reduction in property tax revenue. Unfortunately, no set of 
generally agreed upon service level indicators exists for answering such 
questions. The following questions are an attempt (imperfect at best) 
to answer some of these questions. 
Please note that for each program area, space is provided for your 
narrative comments about changes in service levels over the survey 
period. We encourage you to send us your comments. From your comments 
and those of your collegues we may be able to discern common patterns 
and frame better specific questions in the future. Please attach addi-
tional pages if more space is required. 
A) POLICE PROTECTION 
I) Number of FTE sworn employees (based on budgeted positions, not 
actual positions filled): 
1977-78 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ -----
Number of FTE non-sworn employees (based on ~udgeted positions, 
not actual positions filled): 
1977-78 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ -----
II) What was the average response time for Priority I calls as 
defined by your sheriff's department (i.e., major crimes such as 
assaults, rapes, robberies, burglaries in progress, and other 
life threatening incidents)? 
1977-78 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ -----
Check whether your county defines "response time" as: 
D 
D 
Time from receipt of call from the public to arrival of unit 
at scene 
Time from receipt of call from the public to dispatch of 
unit (i.e., unit acknowledges receipt of radio call and 
begins to proceed to location) 
19 
Part 7 (Continued) County of _______ _ 
III) List the types of calls for assistance that have been assigned to 
a lower priority response category or for which a patrol car is 
no longer being dispatched. List types of calls in the first 
year during which a lower priority was assigned. If a higher 
priority was later reassigned to such a call, please indicate 
that fact. 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
IV) Total calls for assistance received in: 
1977-78 ___ _ 1978-79 ____ _ 1979-80 ____ _ 
V) Comments on changes in service levels provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
B) STREETS AND ROADS 
I) Street Conditions 
(i) Total lane miles (miles of 2 lane road or street) in street 
and road system: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
(ii) Lane miles of streets and roads repaved in (do not include 
miles reported in iii): 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
(iii) Lane miles treated by slurry seal, chip seal, or other similar 
maintenance procedure in: 




Part 7 (Continued) County of _______ _ 
II) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
C) PARK AND RECREATION PROGRAMS 
I) Maintenance 
(i) The ratio of acres of developed park land per budgeted FTE 
maintenance position. You may include landscaping and 
median strips if maintained by park personnel: 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
II) Recreation Programs 
Number of budgeted full-time equivalent (FTE) recreation program staff 
(convert part-time and seasonal positions to full-time equivalents): 
1977-78 ----- 1978-79 ___ _ 1979-80 ___ _ 
III) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
D) LIBRARY PROGRAMS 
I) Acquisitions 
(i) Expenditures for book acquisitions: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
(ii) Expenditures for non-book (periodicals, records, etc.) 
acquisitions: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----- ----- -----
21 
Part 7 (Continued) County of ________ _ 
II) Library Outlets 
(i) Number of central and branch libraries: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
( i i) Number of "bookmobile" stops: 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 ----·----
III) Compute the number of public service hours per week for each 
branch and the central library and sum the total. (Do not 
include bookmobile hours) 
1977-78 ___ hrs/wk 1978-79 ___ hrs/wk 1979-80 ___ hrs/wk 
IV) Comments on changes in service level provided 1977-78 through 
1979-80. (Use additional space if needed) 
E) CAPITAL FACILITY NEEDS 
Please briefly discuss the major capital outlay projects facing the 
county in the following areas: jails and detention facilities, court 
facilities, health facilities, roads and bridges, administrative 
buildings, libraries, and the replacement or repair of existing 
seismically unsafe structures currently in use. 
In each case, briefly list the reason for the project (overcrowding, 
federal or state licensing requirements, etc.), the cost of the new or 
replacement facility or the rehabilitation of an existing one, and the 
anticipated sources of funding (federal, state, local, bonds) if any. 





1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
1. Total Revenues (from 
line 15, page 6) 
2. Total Current Expenditures 
(from Part 3, pp. 10, 11, 12) 
3. Total Capital Expenditures 
(from Part 6, p. 18) 
4. Current surplus or (deficit): 
line 1 minus (line 2 plus 
line 3} 
5. Contribution from fund 
balances or reserve accounts 
needed to finance spending 
reported above (if any) 
The purpose of this summary table is to show the total resources 
used to finance county activities in each of these fiscal years. Do not 
include revenues or expenditures for enterprise fund activities. 
PART 9 
Gann Initiative Appropriations Limit 
1. What was the total of your county's appropriations subject to the 
Gann Limit in the 1978-79 base year? $ ---------------------
2. What was the total of your county's appropriations not subject to 




Supplementary Replies to Questions About 
City Service Levels in the AOR 
City Finance Survey 
(The following material reproduces 
verbatim the replies contained 
in the completed surveys) 

• 
SURVEY CITIES COMMENTS - FIRE PROGRAMS 
COMPTON 
o Proposition 13 has not, to date, had a significant impact on 
response times. We are still manning the same number of companies 
running from the same stations in a city that has essentially the 
same boundaries. 
o The real impact shows in two primary ways. The first is that there 
are fewer personnel on an average on each piece of equipment. This 
translates into reduced ability to handle an emergency once we have 
arrived on the scene. It also reduces our ability to handle 
multiple simultaneous emergencies. The second is deferred capital 
expenditures and maintenance. This represents a debt against the 
future that will at some point have to be paid. 
SANTA MONICA 
o Service levels have been maintained at essentially the same level. 
ARCADIA 
o Engine companies were reduced an equivalent of three positions, 
conversely fire prevention service levels, as well as, fire 
suppression service levels were affected in that prevention person-
nel supplemented the suppression effort • 
SURVEY CITIES COMMENTS - POLICE PROGRAMS 
LOS ANGELES 
o The Crime Control Program sustained a reduction of 325 positions, 
including 268 sworn. Patrol and criminal investigation, criminal 
intelligence, and community relations activities have been reduced. 
Basic patrol and investigative activities have been realigned in an 
attempt to maintain pre-Proposition 13 service levels. Specialized 
narcotic enforcement has been curtailed to provide additional per-
sonnel in general investigative activities. 
o The Traffic Control Program has experienced a net reduction of 
three positions, although 88 regular positions, including 25 sworn, 
have been deleted from traffic enforcement, accident investigation, 
and intersection control activities. 
o Two hundred thirty-three positions have been deleted from the 
Technical Support Program. No vehicle was replaced in 1978-79; 
partial restoration of a replacement program was made in the final 
1979-80 Budget. Salary savings subsequently made possible the 
replacement of additional vehicles so that the total number of 
vehicles to be replaced in 1979-80 will be close to the 
pre-Proposition 13 level. Vehicle servicing hours at most garages 
have been curtailed. Various support activities conducted by 
Scientific Investigation Division, where 13 regular civilian posi-
tions have been deleted, have been affected. 
o Severe reduction of overtime salaries for civilian employees has 
contributed to high backlogs in recordkeeping. This has been 
corrected by transferring funds from general salary savings during 
1979-80. 
CONCORD 
o Increased demands for police service have lengthened response 
times. 
FRESNO 
o Police officer time available to perform patrol activities 
(preventive patrol) outside of the basic response to calls function 
has decreased over this time period. This decrease can primarily be 
attributed to increases in calls for service and territory to be 
covered, outpacing corresponding increases in police personnel. 
MODESTO 
o Service level remained stable as the department was the recipient 
of three grants which allowed for the hire of additional personnel. 
It is possible that when these grants are terminated that the level 
of service will decline. 
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OAKLAND 
o In 1978-79 the level of service provided was reduced in issuance of 
bicycle licenses, commercial vehicle enforcement of loading 
restrictions and travel on specific routes, follow-up on 
suspended/revoked drivers' licenses, traffic accident investiga-
tion, and consumer fraud complaints. The level of service in other 
areas was similarly reduced, as for example, in investigative 
services, recruiting, recruit training, personnel administration 
and records maintenance. 
o In 1979-80 intelligence operations were reduced by one-third, crim-
inal investigation by 10 percent, missing persons, citizens' 
complaint investigations, and community service programs by 10 
percent. Fugitive apprehension, training, and research projects 
were reduced, helicopter patrols limited, and traffic enforcement 
reduced. 
o In 1980-81 field enforcement of animal control ordinances is being 
reduced, community liaison will be reduced and crime analysis will 
be reduced with a resulting decline in ability to identify and con-
centrate on developing crime patterns. 
BURBANK 
o As a result of the passage of Proposition 13, a hiring freeze was 
imposed which caused a 15 percent reduction in the number of sworn 
employees during the next year and a half. The hiring freeze has 
been removed but the department is experiencing recruitment dif-
ficulties and remains 10 to 15 percent under strength. 
PALO ALTO 
o Primary changes was the dropping of the community services program 
and a reduction in the crime prevention program. Field services 
personnel assumed these responsibilities. 
PINOLE 
o Detective follow-up on felonies only. 
o Grave reduction in traffic enforcement. 
o Increase in clerical/communication staff in 1980 due to com-
munications provided to two other jurisdictions on contract basis. 
SAN ANSELMO 
o The proportion of major crimes solved has gone down with effective 
reduction of investigative staff. 
COVINA 




o Calls for service are now for a higher number of serious offenses. 
PALM SPRINGS 
o Cutbacks due to Proposition 13 were in the non-sworn areas. Some 
of these have been reinstated. 
PITTSBURG 
o We provide maximum public service over and above the levels pro-
vided by most cities. 
RIALTO 
o Response times have increased somewhat depending on workload and 
availability of manpower. There have been no noticeable change in 
"level of service." 
SEASIDE 
o Follow-up investigations are almost nonexistent. 
COTATI 
o Caseload per officer has increased. 
WILLOWS 





SURVEY CITIES COMMENTS - STREET PROGRAMS 
FULLERTON 
o Concrete maintenance reduced by 75 percent and asphalt maintenance 
reduced by 25 percent. 
GLENDALE 
o Street sweeping was significantly reduced and was agreed upon by 
council as one of the services to cutback as a result of passage of 
the Jarvis Initiative. 
LONG BEACH 
o After the passage of Proposition 13, alleys were swept on a call 
basis instead of once a week. 
PASADENA 
o The comparison of miles of streets resurfaced or slurry sealed be-
tween 1977-78, 1978-79, and 1979-80 does not reflect an accurate 
picture of the reduction in service levels. Because of limited 
funds, the City of Pasadena reduced the maintenance of streets for 
the 1975-80 period to an average of 2.4 miles of resurfacing and 
3.1 miles of slurry sealing annually as compared to the 12.6 miles 




Also contributing to the reduction of miles maintained is the 
increase in the cost of asphalt concrete due to inflation. In 
1971, the cost of asphalt concrete was $7.90 per ton for resur-
facing streets. The cost had increased to $24.50 per ton in 1979 • 
Similarly, the cost of asphalt concrete for slurry sealing increased 
from $20.95 per ton in 1971 to $75 per ton in 1979. 
The program for the repair of damaged sidewalks, curbs and gutters 
has been funded at a level of about $300,000 annually for the last 
several years. However, the costs for these repairs has increased 
about 15 percent during the last three years which, in effect, has 
reduced our maintenance level by 15 percent. 
SAN DIEGO 
o During this time period, the overall level of service declined due 
to an increase in street inventory without a corresponding increase 
in staffing. 
SAN JOSE 
o One hundred thirteen residential street sweeping routes eliminated. 
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TORRANCE 
o Reduction in manpower and equipment has made this schedule dif-
ficult to maintain. Level of street sweeping in residential area 
is sometimes reduced to three times per month. 
CHULA VISTA 
o Street maintenance down approximately 10 percent due to Proposition 
13. 
DALY CITY 
o Reduction of the hours of manual hand sweeping after Proposition 
13. 
FAIRFIELD 
o Although the frequency of sweeping has not increased, the quality 
has definitely declined with only one pass made on residential 
streets, rather, than the two or three made in past years. 
IRVINE 
o Public works street services have remained constant. Ability to 
reconstruct and asphalt overlay have been restricted due to lack of 
funds. Roads are aging rapidly. 
OCEANSIDE 
o Added 31.4 miles of street in two years and have two less workers. 
SAN LEANDRO 
o The service level was decreased due to elimination of one sweeper 
operator position. 
WEST COVINA 
o Contracted street sweeping. 
MARYSVILLE 
o Residential sweeping was reduced by half to bring expenditures in 
line with revenues. 
PINOLE 
o Extensive reduction in service has caused considerable complaint 
and resulted in deterioration of environment due to accumulation of 
glass and debris. 






o Service basically the same. 
SAN PALO 
o One hundred miles per month reduction in residential sweeping - no 
sweeping planned in the future. 
YUBA CITY 
o Sweeping frequency reduced by passage of Proposition 13. 
ARCADIA 
o No changes in service level. 
COVINA 
o A drastic cut in service level occurred in 1978 due to Proposition 
13. 
PITTSBURG 
o No change in service during reporting period. 
RIALTO 
o We have increased the repaving of streets, but it looks like we 
have reached our maximum during 1979-80 and need to cut back due to 
lack of funds. 
o Frequency of street sweeping was reduced by 50 percent in 1979-80. 
WILLOWS 
o Street sweeping reductions in residential areas - due to increased 
fuel costs • 
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SURVEY CITIES COMMENTS - PARKS AND RECREATION PROGRAMS 
FRESNO 
o The playground after-school recreation program service use, was 
expanded from one-half mile to one mile. This expansion of service 
area resulted in closing 18 elementary school sites year-round. 
o There was a reduction of recreation leadership on neighborhood park 
facilities which are designed to provide a balanced physical, 
social and cultural recreation program within one mile of each 
residence. 
o Adult sport fees were increased to offset all operational and main-
tenance cost. 
o All city support, except $45,600 bond payment, was eliminated for 
the operation and maintenance of the 500 seat Memorial Auditorium 
Theatre. 
o Support for the Meux Home (a historical facility) was eliminated. 
o Co-sponsored youth sports programs were required to absorb fifty 
percent {50%) of officials cost and purchase equipment which had 
previously been provided by the city. 
LOS ANGELES 
o There was a 7 percent increase in developed acreage maintained be-
tween 1978-79 and 1979-80. Numerous new or improved (45 in 1978-79 
alone) recreational facilities were opened. 
FULLERTON 
o Level of service has been reduced on areas of youth sports and 
school year recreation programs. Also, programs traditionally 
available without charge now have fees. 
GARDEN GROVE 
o Addition of a handicapped recreation program in 1978-79 and 1979-80, 
which was possible due to a grant from HEW. No other significant 
change in service level during this time period. 
GLENDALE 
o Parks and recreation programs were reduced significantly. Numerous 
recreation programs were cut back and eliminated and parks main-
tenance was reduced by eliminating personnel and requiring main-






o Full-time service levels have decreased substantially, while tem-
porary personnel utilization was increased accordingly. Further 
pending restrictions will only further worsen the situation and 
hamper the city's ability to effectively merge park 
programs/maintenance of grounds. 
MODESTO 
o Service levels has remained unchanged. In a few instances, 
programs have not been made available at all former locations. 
OAKLAND 
o Service levels reduced approximately 33 percent overall. Example: 
after-school playgrounds reduced 50 percent; park maintenance 
manhours reduced 25-40 percent at community neighborhood parks. 
Several programs eliminated or forced to become self sufficient by 
fee increases in order to continue. Fees increased 20-40 percent 
across the board. Some programs were eliminated, such as municipal 
band concerts and annual Christmas pageant, were forced to seek 
private financing and donations in order to continue. 
PASADENA 
o All recreation and park fees were increased by 50 percent in 1978, 
assuming that the department revenues would increase by $120,000. 
Later, this was reduced to a 25 percent increase since the larger 
increase had an adverse effect on the recreation programs. 
o In July 1980, the neighborhood center staff and the recreation 
division staff were consolidated into the Department of Leisure and 
Community Services. 
o In addition to general funded positions, CETA personnel numbered 11 
for 1977-78, seven for 1978-79 and three for 1979-80. 
0 The department has accelerated the use of volunteers in the Leisure 
and Community Services Department. Community groups requesting use 
of public facilities are now required to do their own set-up and 
clean-up. 
SAN DIEGO 
o During the period, fiscal year 1978-80, service levels in various 
programs were reduced. For example, there was a reduction in the 
general level of golf course maintenance; the sailing program was 
deleted, and recreation leaders in senior recreation centers were 
eliminated. Conversely, there was an increase in service in the 
area of pest control. 
SAN JOSE 
o Seven community centers eliminated. 
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o Elementary school recreation program was reduced by 55 percent. 
o Recreation supervision at parks - 45 percent reduction. 
o Day camp for children eliminated. 
o Swimming pools - 30 percent reduction. 
o Maintenance - major reductions in frequency of maintenance 
activities. 
TORRANCE 
o Recreation leadership eliminated from 25 percent of parks; reduced 
to minimum level at other parks. 
BAKERSFIELD 
o Eliminated several special service (brush hauling, and private and 
public tree spraying) and reduced work force by three positions. 
MONROVIA 
o After passage of Proposition 13, non-charge for programs were 
reduced substantially with emphasis being shifted to charge-
supported programs. Summer playground program was eliminated, 
community center youth programs reduced, fees for use of center 
increased, and overall staffing reduced. 
BURBANK 
o Service 1 s in park maintenance have held relatively stable 
because of the CETA program, whose loss will cause major problems. 
Recreation manpower has held up because of federally supported 
senior grant programs. Service levels have remained somewhat 
static. 
COMPTON 
o The change in the level of services were due to staff reduction; 
centers were closed at 8:00p.m., was 10:00 p.m.; one of three pools 
closed; senior citizens programs relocated to two centers, instead 
of ; more emphasis on contract classes; and major city-wide 
programs discontinued. 
o Proposition 13 reduced staff by 12, severely reducing daily-weekly 
landscape maintenance activities. As an example, the golf course 
greens were being mowed every other day. Reduction caused greens 
to be mowed Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday only. Reduction 
encouraged fungus attack in greens, requiring more frequent chemical 
app1ications. Additionally, reduction in man hours at course 
caused many complaints from golf players due to other growth of 
greens. fairways, trees. etc. 
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o Parks were being mowed every seven (7) days. This was reduced to 
once every 15-17 days. Watering and fertilizing was reduced to 
discourage normal growth along with the application of growth 
retardants. Street beautification became a once a month operation. 
COSTA MESA 
o Discontinued after-school and summer playground programs and 
reduced aquatic program. 
DALY CITY 
o There has been a dramatic decrease in service level due to the cut-
back in recreation personnel and the increase in acres to be 
maintained. 
INGLEWOOD 
o 1978-79 - Some recreation programs heavily subsidized by tax-
supported fund eliminated; playhouse closed (later reopened through 
volunteer program); two major recreation facilities closed 
evenings; organized daytime activities in recreation facilities 
reduced; organized activities at one recreation facility limited to 
one day a week for senior citizens; deferred opening of community 
center (home rehabilitated with CD funds). Reduced tree main-
tenance and planting; eliminated ornamental trimming of parkway 
trees; decreased maintenance parks, medians, islands, athletic 
fields; eliminated staffing of parks on weekends except in 
emergencies; reduced custodial maintenance of recreation 
facilities. 
o 1979-80 - Use of CETA employees and volunteer assistance to 
increase hours of some recreation facilities; community center is 
opened. 
LAKEWOOD 
o Changes in service level have been slightly downward. Focus has 
been on increased production to accommodate additional respon-
sibilities without an increase in the number of positions. 
LA MESA 
o Despite budget restrictions caused by popular demand of the voting 
public, services were only mildly affected. 
OCEANSIDE 
o Tree service cut severely. 
ORANGE 
o Maintenance levels have remained constant. However, the ability to 
respond to building or axed equipment repairs has decreased by 15 
percent. 
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o Service level reduced by elimination of one week of the summer 
program, teen centers, and half of open gym hours. 
PALO ALTO 
o Fees were charged to offset program costs. 
POMONA 
o A decrease in service level; only general maintenance is performed, 
specialized detailed work has been eliminated. 
REDWOOD CITY 
o Approximately 11 acres of developed parkland was added between 
1978-80 with no additional personnel. 
SALINAS 
o Maintenance services have been maintained at the same level. 
Acreage ration is misleading since much work was done by CETA per-
sonnel in 1977-78. Some of the positions were made permanent in 
1978-79. 
o Recreation programs were reduced in 1978-79. These reductions were 
primarily reflected in a decrease in part-time salary funds. 
SANTA BARBARA 
o Extra support services to community functions have been minimized. 
o After-school recreation programs were eliminated for 1978-79. Fees 
were increased about 10 percent each year. Summer playground 
program was scaled down. 
WEST COVINA 
o Decrease in staff. 
WESTMINISTER 
o Programs in this area have been reduced, due to Proposition 13. 
PINOLE 
o Total elimination and reduction of many programs, as well as, other 
programs now paying their own way. 
SAN ANSELMO 
o Seventy-five percent self-supporting - recreation now on a contract 
basis. 
SAN MARINO 




o Decrease in street trees and landscape maintenance work and 
increases in recreation program fees and charges. 
ARCADIA 
o Classes and the majority of activities were put on a fee basis. 
Activities not involving fees were reduced or dropped. 
COVINA 
o Park maintenance must prioritize all assignments and can no longer 
have specialized staff assignments. 
o Recreation programs now depend heavily on user fees and donations. 
This provides 75 percent of the department's funding. 
EL CERRITO 
o City policy requires that this department be self-supporting. 
PITTSBURG 
o Service is relatively the same but cost per program have increased. 
RIALTO 
o The service level has remained fairly constant during this period of 
time, with the primary service cutbacks being associated with the 
summer playground program and other programs utilizing school 
district facilities, as the Rialto Unified School District 
decreased use of their facilities starting in 1978. 
SAN GABRIEL 
o Due to the effects of Proposition 13, staff on summer and school 
year playground programs were cut. 
0 All special classes were placed on a contractual basis rather than 
city hiring staff • 
o Groups using lighted facilities and requesting special field pre-
paration are not charged for the service. 
o Special programs that could not become self-sustaining were dropped 
completely- movies shown to convalescent hospitals, summer band 
programs, camping programs, kindergarten through grade 3 recreation 
programs, and vacation time recreation programs. 
STANTON 
o The service level of the recreation and leisure services department 
has increased dramatically since 1977, due to numerous senior citi-
zen programs offered. 
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o Since the passage of Proposition 13, the department has been faced 
with the possible loss of key positions. With the adoption of the 
1980-81 Budget, this loss was realized. The positions within the 
recreation and leisure services department were reduced from 18 to 
12. 
o The department has reduced staffing by approximately one-half since 
1977. It is important to note that in 1977, there were seven full-
time equivalent positions in 1979-80, only to be reduced to five 
full-time equivalent positions with the adoption of the 1980-81 
Budget. 
WATSONVILLE 
o Proposition 13 forced closure of after-school playgrounds and more 
recreation programs became fee-paid/self-supporting. 
o A heavier reliance is placed on public recreation by low-income 
groups and fee increases have resulted in a declining attendance by 
these groups. 
EXETER 
o The level of recreation services has increased. 
WILLOWS 
o Reductions/hours and part-time staff extremely difficult to maintain 
service level with increasing business. 
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SURVEY CITIES COMMENTS - LIBRARY PROGRAMS 
FULLERTON 
o Proposition 13 resulted in a 16 percent slash in library personnel. 
Our branch went from 58 hours of service to 22. Our main library 
hours from 72 to 58. 
GLENDALE 
o One branch closed permanently and one branch closed--re-opened in 
1979 on a 3-day a week schedule. 
0 Bookmobile discontinued--re-opened in 1979 on a 2-day a week sched-
ule and shorter stops • 
o Four branches open at 12:30 p.m. (rather than 12 noon), two closed 
Saturdays, all closed Tuesday at 6:00p.m. 
o Control open at 10:00 a.m. daily (formerly 9:00a.m.), closes at 
6:00 p.m. Friday (formerly 9:00p.m.), childrens' room opens at 
noon Saturday (formerly at 9:00 a.m.). 
HUNTINGTON BEACH 
o Severe restrictions of book/non-book expenditures have already been 
in effect. 
LONG BEACH 
o Bookmobile service was cut completely and public service was 
reduced as a result of Proposition 13. Hours are being gradually 
reinstated. 
OAKLAND 
o Closed one branch (Baymont) and moved one branch into main library 
(Asian Library). Discontinued two bookmobiles (Latin American and 
Asian) and film service. Hours have been reduced at all facilities 
for a total of 25 percent, all levels of public service have been 
reduced: reference transactions by 100,000 per year and youth work 
by 50 percent. Due to inflation, even though our materials budget 
is larger, purchases were reduced by approximately one-third. 
Staff positions have been reduced by 40, even with losses at all 
levels of service. Circulation has increased during this time 
steadily; at this time it is at a 3 percent increase. 
PASADENA 
o Branch closure was prevented by contracting with the Pasadena 
Unified School District to provide school library service in four 
branches. It should be noted, that while expenditures for book 
increased slightly from fiscal year 1978-80, this increase did not 
keep pace with the inflation impacting book prices (which is 
running at approximately 14 percent per annum). 
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o A major reduction in service took place in fiscal year 1977-78, 
when all branch libraries reduced their hours to 40 hours a week. 
The library has been able to maintain service levels, despite 
fiscal constraints, by participating in regional programs and uti-
lizing data processing systems to facilitate paperwork and cut down 
on manpower requirements. An effort has been made to tap state and 
federal revenue sources as well as volunteer services. Since 1978, 
volunteer hours per week have increased from 105 to 230 hours per 
week. 
SAN DIEGO 
0 Libraries open for public use 
of time (1977-78 to 1979-80). 
materials has either declined 
with inflationary increases. 
SAN JOSE 
have been reduced during this period 
In addition, expenditures for 
in actual dollars or has not kept up 
o Main library hours - 14 percent reduction; branch library hours-
14 percent reduction; municipal reference library- eliminated; 
media center hours reduced; reduction in number of programs 
oriented to the youth; reduction in cataloging and shelving 
services. 
STOCKTON 
o As shown in the statistical report, prior to the passage of 
Proposition 13, the Stockton-San Joaquin County Public Library was 
open a total of 419 hours per week. Proposition 13 resulted in an 
approximate cut of $500,000 from the library budget. Staff was 
reduced by 42 FTE and hours were cut to 210 hours per week (total 
hours for all nine outlets). The book budget was cut in half. 
o State bail-out money allowed the library to re-hire 30 of the 42 
staff members cut on July 1, 1978. Hours were increased from 210 
to 300 and the book budget was increased to approximately what it 
was before passage of Proposition 13. 
o Hours of service were increased in October 1979, to a total of 364 
hours per week largely due to the opening of the Margaret K. Troke 
Branch Library. 
o Circulation of materials which took a nose dive after July 1, 1978, 
has increased with the partial restoration of service hours. 
However, the shortage of staff has left the library unable to pro-
vide the reference and reader's advisory service necessary to meet 
the informational needs of patrons and the materials budget has not 
kept pace with inflation. 
o Cuts made on July 1, 1978, that have not been restored include: 
Loss of one bookmobile (50 percent of bookmobile service); 
Sunday hours; Saturday hours at all branches; evening hours 




up to 10:00 a.m. for central and all branches; reduced sched-
ule for librarians' visits to schools; preschool story hours 
reduced by 50 percent; class visits to library reduced by 40 
percent; library tours given only if and when staff is 
available. 
o Due to the cutback of 11 FTE positions, one of which was a manage-
ment position, the library was forced to reduce hours. All 
branches WPI'(' C]OSPd on rrid,tys ,md thP lllilin library OpPned later 
in thP mor·ninq .md clost'd e.1r·l it't· on lrid.ty. 
o Due to the cutback in staff and materials, the following programs 
were eliminated: 
BURBANK 
Convalescent hospital visits; books-on-tape program for 
approximately 1,500 sight-handicapped patrons; 
Promotional activities and library orientation sessions for 
adult groups; and 
Monthly children's special program for 4,000 children; adult 
interest programs, serving 600 patrons; and weekly Friday 
night feature film showings and captioned films. 
0 The primary service reductions impacting on our community have 
been: 
The drastic reduction in public service hours, including the 
closing of a small branch, leading to the lack of availability 
of 1 i brary service in 1 oca t ions and during 1nany hours urgently 
requested by our citizens; and 
The lack of materials budget adequate to purchase resources 
required by the community. 
CHULA VISTA 
o Library budget reduced 17 percent, overall personnel reduced 25 
percent, and public service hours were reduced to 11 per week. 
DALY CITY 
o Staff was decreased and hours were reduced. 
OCEANSIDE 
o Lihrdry scrvicP<; wen' S<'Vf'rely affected hy thc reduction in the 
bud<wt followinq Proposition 13. fhe book111obile was out of service 
for six months and now operates with a limited staff, who cannot 
provide as much reader's advisory and reference service as was pre-
viously done. 
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o All children's services were cut for a year and now are restored 
through the help of the Friends of the Library. The department 
previously had a librarian in charge, half-time librarian, library 
assistant, and full-time clerk assigned to it. Now there is one 
librarian in charge and one-half of the time of a library 
assistant. We depend heavily on volunteers. 
o Reference and research service is not given in depth as it was 
before because we have only one librarian assigned to the reference 
desk. Previously, there were two assigned at all times the library 
was opened. 
o Audio-visual services were almost totally discontinued and are now 
only patially restored. Since August 1980, we have again been cir-
culating films but we only have part-time staff on the desk - 20 
hours a week. Borrowers cannot book films or pick them up except 
during that 20 hours. Programming has been resumed but it also is 
much more limited. 
PALO ALTO 
o Reduction in hours. 
SANTA MONICA 
o Reduction in library hours. 
o Non-resident fees were doubled. 
WEST COVINA 
o Reduction in hours and service. 
SAN ANSELMO 
o Library service cut drastically. 
SAN MARINO 
o Drastic reduction in services after Proposition 13. 
ARCADIA 
o Decreased book budgets and staff make it difficult to meet 
increasing demands for services by the public. 
WATSONVILLE 
o This library has operated with a fiscally conservative philosophy 
for many years, and has never had any but basic programs. Since 
1977, our hours were reduced and our vacation-sick leave part-time 
help was eliminated with the passage of Proposition 13. The latter 
has become our most serious problem, because the existing staff has 
to substitute for one another. We have maintained a high level of 
excellence in the quantity and quality of service rendered to the 
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public. This is due to the dedication of the library staff. 
However, the behind the scenes work has become partially neglected 
and the backlog of materials and work continues to accumulate. 
LOS ANGELES 
o Library hours were cutback. Service to patrons was reduced--more 
patrons per staff member due to shorter hours and staff reduction. 
MONROVIA 
o Service hours were reduced as indicated. In addition, several 
programs were eliminated including, record, cassette, art reproduc-
tion loans, and various children's proqrams. Reduction in Book 
/\cquisition ProC}ram was due to Proposition 13. 
PALM SPRINGS 
o Branch services have effectively been eliminated and services have 
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SURVEY COMMENTS - POLICE PROTECTION 
Contra Costa 
o More misdemeanor crimes are being handled by telephone response. 
los Angeles 
o 1979-80 - Increase in sworn positions are due to 49 new contracted 
items. 
o From 1977-78 through 1979-80, custody functions were consolidated, 
which resulted in the closure of Mira Lorna and Hall of Justice 
jails; also, even though crime increased significantly over that 
time period, no significant patrol-service-level increases were 
given to the unincorporated areas of the county. 
o Because our 19 stations vary in demographics, there were no cuts in 
service that were effected throughout our sheriff's department. 
o A variety of services have been eliminated or altered on an as-
needed basis, and station-by-station service changes include but 
are not limited to: 
- Short report forms {M.I.R.) are used for nonworkable cases; 
No routine response to rescue calls; 
- County fire department to take over issuing E.A.P. slips; 
Fire reports not required for fire damage of less than $500 and 
when arson is not suspected; 
Some theft reports are taken over the telephone; and 
Some nuisance complaints are referred to city government, animal 
control, etc. 
Siskiyou 
0 The county does not have 24-hour patrol. 
o Even with an officer on duty, response time is slow due to the size 
of Siskiyou County. 
o We have deputies stationed at various locations throughout the 
county. Some calls they receive are still up to 40 miles away. 
o The level of service has remained the same. 
o We have not stopped responding to any type of call received. 
San Mateo 
o Average response time is not a very meaningful statistic in a 
county because response time is more a function of distance rather 
than availability of patrol personnel. 
o Patrol car is dispatched to every call for service. 
o Use of saturation patrol for specific problems greatly reduced due 
to reduction in resources. 
San Bernardino 
o Continually had a depreciation of law enforcement service levels 
because our manpower has not maintained equity with calls for 
service. 
Sacramento 
o Sworn employees - budgeted positions as of June 30th of each fiscal 
year, which includes additional authorizations during mid-year. 
o Non-sworn employees - 1979-80--includes the addition of 12 posi-
tions funded by a state grant for Career Criminal Program. 
Placer 
o Anticipating an increase for 1980-81 and with this, areas are being 
revised. 
Mendocino 
o Response time has not varied significantly during this period. 
o Maintained same level of service through a higher level of 
efficiency. 
Fresno 
o School resource officers. administrative support levels, community 
relations officers, special units, such as saturation teams, all 
eliminated due to budget restrictions. This was done in an effort 
to keep up with the basic levels of 11 Called for 11 service to the 
public. 
o Future reductions will necessarily call for cuts in these types of 
basic law enforcement services. 
Alameda 
o Implementation of 911 programs has cut our response time. 
o All calls not considered life or immediate property protection are 
considered as lower priority if we are busy. 
o No changes in service levels occurred from 1977-78 to 1979-80. 
2 
Santa Clara 
o No change in the service levels from 1977-80. 
Kern 
o Sheriff•s helicopter deleted. 
o No real reduction in law enforcement service • 
• 
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SURVEY COMMENTS - STREETS AND ROADS 
Contra Costa 
o Service level on older mainline roads is dropping noticeably. 
o The increasing rate of deterioration of first generation sub-
division streets constructed during the rapid growth following 
World War II are of particular concern. 
o Road maintenance will not be performed at current levels and main-
tenance needs will not be met under current financing. 
Los Angeles 
o The service levels have been substantially reduced as a result of 
declining gas tax revenues and the dwindling purchasing power of 
the dollar. 
Yolo 
o Lane miles of streets and roads repaved - federal aid (no matching 
funds for 1978-79). 
San Joaquin 
o The repaving program has been cut back drastically from the previous 
years. 
o The mileage of roads paved in 1979-80 is only 1/4 of the mileage 
paved in 1977-78. 
o The slurry seal and chip seal programs were cut back from 208 miles 
in 1978-79 to 143 miles in 1979-80. 
o Due to the lack of funds and inflation, the service level of roads 
will deteriorate dramatically in the near future. 
Sacramento 
o No major change in service levels for road repaving, road slurry 
sealing, or chip sealing over study period. 
Riverside 
o The level of service provided by the department has dropped drasti-
cally due to lack of funds for maintenance work. 
o Part of this is due to three years of successive storm damage 




o Former funds used for new construction and reconstruction now being 
required for maintenance of existing roadways. 
Monterey 
o General reduction of level of service on all roads; some roads are 
more traveled due to increasing population. 
Mendocino 
o Program activity has changed from reconstruction and maintenance 
to primarily maintenance, with a reduction in maintenance itself. 
Kern 
o Street sweeping eliminated due to Proposition 13. 
Alameda 
o We are providing a lower level of service each year because costs 
are outstripping revenues. 
5 
SURVEY COMMENTS - CAPITAL FACILITY NEEDS 
Siskiyou 
o New jail - present jail cannot comply with state and national stan-
dards as well as court decisions. 
o Cost of a new facility is estimated at $3,500,000. 
o Sources of funding, federal, if any available, state through AB 
3245, jail funding and corrections needs assessment, local and 
bonds. 
Placer 
In addition to ongoing but relatively small remodeling projects, 
and some major road construction projects, Placer County faces two very 
large capital outlay projects: 
o Reconstruction of our late 19th Century courthouse, at a cost of 
$2.5 million. This involves major remodeling and reconstruction of 
the building to bring it up to seismic safety standards. Funding 
is anticipated to come from Revenue Sharing. 
o Construction of a new jail, at a cost of from $5 to $10 million, to 





SURVEY COMMENTS - PARKS AND RECREATION 
Los Angeles 
o Grounds maintenance and recreation positions have decreased during 
this period, which has resulted in a reduced level of service. 
Yolo 
o Maintenance- 1977-78, nine employees (five CETA), 1302.97 acres; 
1979-80, eight employees (five CETA), same acres. 
o Five full-time CETA employees were used for park maintenance during 
the above fiscal years. 
o After 1979-80 their services were no longer available due to 
federal program reductions. 
Santa Clara 
o The increase in the maintenance positions to develop acre ratio is 
due to the elimination of federally funded CETA maintenance worker 
positions effective in 1979-80. The ratio increase has resulted in 
a 25 percent reduction in developed park land maintenance activity; 
the maintenance activity reduced includes a decrease in turf 
mowing, irrigation and facility painting. In addition, park 
rangers are performing more maintenance tasks which reduces the 
time they have available for patrol and inspection work. 
San Mateo 
o Some facilities have been closed. 
0 User fees have been increased. 
o Routine maintenance deferred. 
o Administrative staff reduced by 2/3. 
San Joaquin 
o CETA program changes have caused a total reduction of 19 maintenance 
positions to date, resulting in a current ratio of 21.31 percent 
per position. 
San Bernardino 
o The major impact of "Spend Down" requirements was to substantially 
lower the dollars we were spending for services and supplies in 
direct support for park programs. 
Sacramento 
o Service levels are decreasing to the point that we are barely being 
able to meet the minimum service level on priority items only. 
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Riverside 
o Over the study period, reduced service levels have occurred in 
several areas: 
Reduced the maintenance standards, which has resulted in dirtier 
restrooms; and 
- Greatly reduced the smaller rehabilitation projects, which has 
forced patrons to be satisfied with rundown facilities and 
equipment. 
Placer 
o Increase in demand for community recreation facilities has resulted 
in a reduction in service levels with no change to this trend in 
sight. 
Orange 
o As the number of parks has increased, improved efficiency in uti-
lization of personnel has been realized. 
Monterey 
o The level of service of this department has shown little change. 
o Positions have been provided for all new facilities. 
o It is very difficult for a large regional park department to fit 
into a box designed for a small block size city park or county park 
of small acreage. Our areas are large expanses with lake opera-
tions and very natural areas. The figures for FTE maintenance 
positions include everyone involved and can best he shown this wdy. 
Mendocino 
o No loss of staff- but a slight increase from 1978-79. 
Kern 
o In addition to elimination of the county's recreation program, the 
county eliminated its annual $200,000 contribution to other local 
agencies' recreation programs. 
Fresno 
o Decreased number of employees due to Proposition 13. 
o Changed watering and maintenance operations. 
o Had to accept much lower standard for parks maintenance of grounds 
and buildings. 
o Preventative maintenance programs have been deleted--decreases ser-




SURVEY COMMENTS - LIBRARIES 
Contra Costa 
o In addition to the reduction of open library hours which resulted 
in written and verbal complaints by many Contra Costa County 
citizens, the ability of the library system to provide a full range 
of services has been seriously curtailed. 
o Periodical and newspaper subscriptions have been dropped, a number 
of directories are out of date and we are less able to provide 
materials that present all points of view on a given subject or 
issue - or in diverse formats. 
o The film and other nonprint collections are virtually decimated. 
o The lack of access and the limits placed on collection information 
is regarded as a subtle form of censorship. 
Los Angeles 
o Loss of revenue in 1978 due to Proposition 13 resulted in permanent 
closure of three libraries, elimination of all Sunday service, clo-
sure of 81 libraries on Mondays, and reduction or elimination of 
other local public service programs. 
o Reference service was restricted, and circulation dropped due to the 
inability to buy books for 18 months after June 1978. 
o Some restoration of service occurred in 1980, as book buying was 
resumed, and Monday service in 27 libraries became effective in 
December of 1980 • 
Santa Clara 
o Getting worse 
o There will only be 11 libraries and 31 bookmobile stops per week in 
1980-81. 
San Mateo 
o Library services were severely hit by Proposition 13. 
o Problem with inability to provide for anticipated capital facility 
TH'COS. 
o lwo branctH~s closed. 
o Headquarters building no longer opened to public. 
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o Branch hours cut. 
o Staff level decreased from 142 positions in 1977-78 to current 112. 
Sacramento 
o Service levels and the number of materials purchased have declined 
while the area's population has increased. 
Riverside 
o Hours of service at county branches are still 25 percent below the 
pre-Proposition 13 hours. 
o library has not recovered from the elimination of special 
programming, publicity, coordinating functions, etc., all of which 
lent to the overall quality and efficiency of the library. 
o Book budget appears to have recovered, book prices have been rising 
at 10-15 percent per year so that we are significantly behind in 
our book purchasing power. 
o Inability to resume planning and building for the future to match 
this county's growing population. 
Placer 
o loss of funds to provide books and materials. 
o Decrease in open hours to public. 
o loss of both permanent and extra-help staffing. 
o Special public programs curtailed. 
Orange 
o One station branch (South laguna) was closed because the new 10,000 
square foot facility of Dana Niguel was opened. This larger facil-
ity was within 2 miles of the South laguna Station. 
o The southern portion of the county has developed rapidly. The 
building program did not keep pace with the rapid housing develop-
ments in the south. Therefore, bookmobile service stops in the 
south county were increased. 
o As a result of Proposition 13, the library lost 42 positions. 
Therefore, service hours had to be decreased. The branches were 
closed on Mondays and Sundays. 
o The loss of 42 staff positions as a result of Proposition 13 
impacted on the library's use of augmentation funds which could not 
be used for additional staff. The result hils !wen the neerl for 
10 
• 
increased materials' acquisition, cataloging and processing; 
plannin~ for the acquisition of equipment and furniture without the 
ahility to hire the staff required to support the increased volume. 
Monterey 
o 18.87 percent loss in permanent employees (25 percent employee loss 
including temporary help). 
o General deterioration of collection. 
o Children's services and programs reduced by 25 percent. 
o Reference services reduced 25 percent. 
Mendocino 
o Loss of staff. 
o Cutback on purchase of materials over the study period. 
fresno 
o Acquisitions - $15,469 of the total for 1978-79 was a reimbursement 
from an insurance company for a loss by fire. 
Alameda 
o 15 percent decrease in real purchasing power has caused a drastic 
reduction in book purchasing. 
0 
B675 
Increased cost for energy and communications have brought about 
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FORMULA APPROACHES TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 
In Section I of the main text, the need and rationale for allocating 
the revenues of the 1% property tax were discussed. The logical 
question is why formulae should be used for this purpose. The best way 
to answer this is to examine the allocation process before the use of 
_~ormulae by state and Federal governments. 
Formula use has come into practice in the past 15 years. In the 
early 1970s an effort was made to consolidate the large number of special-
purpose grants and grants intended to aid special categories of persons 
into block grants that would, in one block, include funds allocated to a 
_iurlsdiction on tlw hnsi~; of St'Vt'r;d C:lll'f;orlQ!' or IH't'd. Propmwnt·!; 
argued that the complexity of Federal and state grants required a grants 
expertise that most local governments did not have, and had to pay to 
obtain. Because they could invest more in obtaining the grants, the 
largest cities were the most successful in winning grant funds (fre-
quently more than their share). An alternative to competition for 
grants was to write entitlement formulae in the various enabling laws, 
where eligible local governments would receive aid on the basis of 
predetermined factors. The factors would vary according to the purpose 
of the act. Proponents argued that this formula approach would be more 
equitable and would improve fiscal assistance programs . 
Another argument for the use of formulae \vas that fiscal assistance 
programs often had unintended consequences. The complexity of the 
intergovernmental system and heterogeneity of local governments in the 
United States made it difficult to evaluate the policy implications of 
state and federal programs. A formula, it was argued, could be used to 
examine the impacts and policy implications. A formula could use 
factors such as income, population, unemployment, poverty, and tax 
effort, to name a few, and these factors could be used to target funds 
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to those jurisdictions whose need was greatest. The formula approach 
was seen as a method for improving the implementation of both state and 
Federal policies at the local level. Quantification of policies also 
meant that tradeoffs could be examined quickly when alternative policies 
were considered. Today, computer programs have greatly reduced the 
computational time required for such policy impact analyses. 
Example of formula programs are present below. 
Federal Assistance Formulae 
The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, usually referred 
to as "general revenue sharing" (GRS), was established to provide 
financial aid to local governments and states. The funds were apportioned 
in the following manner: First, a state would select either the Senate 
or House formula, whichever yielded the largest amount for the state. 
(The Senate formula included measures of population, tax effort, and 
per capita income. The House formula included measures of state 
population, U.S. population, state per capita income, U.S. per capita 
income, state income tax collections, and local tax collections.) 
Next, after the state's entitlement had been determined, each 
county area was allocated a share according to a formula that included 
county population, tax effort, and ratio of the state per capita income 
to the county per capita income. No county was to receive a per capita 
amount that was less than 20% or more than 140% of the state per capita. 
entitlement. 
Each local government then received a share of the county area 
allocation proportionate to its share of the total county adjusted taxes 
(total taxes minus school taxes), after subtracting the Indian tribe 
or village's proportionate share. (The Indian share was proportionate 
to their share of total county population.) 
What were the consequences of using these formulae and factors? 





for the U.S. Treasury Department and these are the major conclu-
sions.* 
* 
• Although the GRS program appears to be satisfying many of the 
goals envisioned by Congress, a higher level of equity of 
allocations can be achieved through the use of more accurate 
and more current data in the computation of allocation amounts 
for the over 39,000 units of state and local government. 
• Lack of currency in population and per capita income data is 
the major potential source of inequity since the true situation 
has :1 prop<'ll!llty to ('hanp,<' ntpldly from y<~ar to yPar and thesP 
two elements have not been updated since the program began. 
• The year-to-year fluctuations in GRS allocations that recipient 
governments have so far experienced can be attributed mainly 
to the annual updating of adjusted taxes in the allocation 
formula, to keep pace with changing taxation patterns. 
Fluctuations are inherent in the GRS allocation procedure and 
will result whenever data are updated. 
• Although equity of allocations will be increased by updating 
those population and per capita income data elements that are 
taken from the 1970 Census, when the timely data are used for 
the first time in GRS computations, the change in allocation 
will be significant for many recipients. 
• Equity of allocations to the SO states and the District of 
Columbia can be increased by adjusting at the state level for 
underenumeration, using the national age/sex/race under-
enumeration rates prepared by the Bureau of the Census. If 
the national rates are used to adjust for underenumeration 
at the county-area and local government levels, equity of 
allocations is likely to increase for larger jurisdictions and 
to decrease for many smaller jurisdictions . 
• Improvements in data quality are needed for the population of 
Indian tribes and Alaskan native villages; failing a complete 
enumeration, the recommended technique to improve these data 
is the one under development by the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and under analysis by the Bureau of the Census . 
• Because of the complex and interactive nature of the GRS 
allocation procedure, individual improvements to individual data 
elements may contribute to inequity of allocations; updating 
county-area population without also updating population for 
the local governments in the county, for example, will cause 
inequity of allocations. 
Source: General RPvemw Sharing Data Study, Volume I, Executive 
Summary, pp. ii-iii, August, 1974. 
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• If the population and per capita income model currently under 
development and test by the Bureau of the Census fulfills its 
promise, use of these data for Entitlement Periods 6 and 7 
will increase the equity of allocations. 
• Although the 1970 Census procedures produced data that were 
quite adequate for the general statistical purposes for which 
they were intended, 1970 Census data for the 27,000 local juris-
dictions under 2,500 population--especially per capita income 
data where a 20-percent sample was used--are not suitable for 
GRS purposes. The problem of updating data for those 27,000 
plus the rest of the 39,000 units of U.S. government is 
especially severe. 
• Longer range improvements to data quality required: (1) better 
intercensal estimating techniques for updating between censuses 
and better postcensal adjustment techniques for reducing the 
effects of underenumeration and underreporting, (2) mid-decade 
censuses (especially for small areas), (3) the development of 
valid indicators of need that are more compatible with the 
acquisition of reliable data, (4) increased reliance on nation-
wide and statewide data standards and systems. 
* The Brookings Institution also conducted a study which reached the 
following conclusions: 
• The fiscal capacity emphasis in the formula favored low-income 
states (per capita income factor). 
• Per capita income is not a very good measure of fiscal capacity; 
property tax base would be a much better one and would favor 
low-income jurisdictions. 
• Shared revenue per capita was higher in larger metropolitan 
areas than in the smaller areas. 
• Shared revenue per capita was higher for local governments in 
the more densely populated counties than for those in the less 
densely populated areas. 
These SRI and Brookings studies generated considerable discussion, 
which resulted in more detailed studies. One study by Isserman and 
** Majors demonstrated how strong a penalty there is for tax reduction 
in the revenue sharing formula, especially for poor communities. The 
penalty exists because a municipality's share is equal to its adjusted 
* Monitoring General Revenue Sharing, 1975. 
** "General Revenue Sharing: Federal Incentives to Change Local Govern-




taxes divided by the square of Its per capita income and thP quotient 
divided by the like quotients for all municipalities within the county. 
Equal decreases in taxes would cause greater reductions in revenue 
sharing receipts for poorer communities with lower incomes than for 
richer ones because of the inverse relationship between adjusted taxes 
and per capita income which is used in the formula. 
The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 consolidated 
seven categorical grant programs. Congress required that 80% of the 
funds be allocated to metropolitan areas and 20% be reserved for the 
needs of cities outside of these metropolitan areas. The formula 
included measures of population, housing overcrowding, and poverty. 
These factors were weighted 25%, 25%, and 50% respectively. Based on 
these factors, the 80% money was allocated to the central cities within 
SMSA's or to cities with populations above 50,000 and to urban counties 
which performed community development functions. 
One consequence of selecting these factors with their respective 
weights was to allocate more money to some communities than they had 
received in the past, while reducing the amounts received by other 
cities. For this reason, the act included a "hold harmless" provision, 
which assured the ~dversely affected local governments that they would 
not receive less for the first 3 years of the program than they had in 
the past . 
A second consequence of the formula structure was that suburban 
areas and the Sunbelt cities benefited more than the older cities and 
those of the Frostbelt. In a study of the Act the Brookings Institution 
discovered that there wert' substantial differences in regional impacts . 
New England cities, for example, would have received 10% of the funds 
under the old programs, but received only 5% under the formula. By 
comparison, the South Central would receive 12% under the new program 
but only 8% under the old program. It is clear that the primary 
political objective was to spread the money around. In 1976 funds were 
allocated to 4800 communities and this required a cutback for those 
which benefited under the old programs. There was an identifiable 
redistribution of funds. 
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In the formula, the population factor is to the advantage of the 
largest cities. The formula helps the large, crowded, poor cities of 
the metropolitan areas. Overcrowdedness is associated with the inner 
city and because this factor is highly correlated with poverty, a double 
weighting for poverty is given. When the General Accounting Office 
studied the CDBG allocations, it identified two problems. First, the 
formula did not account for different costs of living in different 
climates. Second, a mathematical paradox in the formula meant that the 
double weighting of poverty adversely affected some large cities with 
large amounts of poor people. 
This second problem deserves elaboration. In some cities, there 
are large amounts of "working poor," just above the poverty line. These 
families were not counted in the estimates of the poor in many communi-
ties. The GAO found that the ten cities that benefited the most from 
the double weighting of poverty had only 12.5% of the poor (including 
those just above and below the level of poverty), while the ten cities 
that lost the most had 22.6% of the total poor. 
The Public Works Employment Act of 1976 was designed to create jobs, 
reduce unemployment, and to finance needed public facilities. What is 
interesting about this program is the provision of a formula for allocat-
ing funds among states, but not within states. 
The state allocation formula was based upon a single factor--unemploy-
ment. Of the funds, 65% were distributed to states proportionate to each 
state's share of the nation's unemployed, and 35% were distributed to 
states with unemployment rates above 6.5%. Each state received a 
minimum of $30 million and none could receive more than $500 million. 
Although a substate allocation formula was not specified in the act, 
the Economic Development Administration, which administered the pr,1gram, 
'developed guidelines and criteria for allocating the funds within states. 
In effect, a formula was used. 
In the first round of funding, 70% of the money was available for 
public works projects in areas with the highest unemployment (greater 
than the national average), and 30% was available for areas whose rate 
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was below the national average of 7.8% but above 6.5%. Eligible local 
governments included states, cities, townships, school districts, 
counties, and Indian reservations. Applicants were allowed to define 
the impact area for their project in ways that would give the highest 
unemployment rate. Counties, for example, could use the unemployment 
rate for the high unemployment neighborhoods of their cities as the 
county rate. Moreover, applicants could submit project applications for 
both the 70% and 30% pots of money. 
EDA's scoring system included factors such as the number of unemployed, 
unemployment rates, labor intensity, and per capita income. These factors 
were weighted 35%, 30%, 25%, and 10% respectively. The unemployment 
factor was further adjusted by a logarithmic transformation to reduce 
the difference in numbers of unemployed among jurisdictions. 
This was done to assure that large cities like Philadelphia, as an 
example, would not receive the majority of the funds. However, since 
applicants could chose their unemployment area, a choice between 
unemployment rate and numbers of unemployed had to be made since both 
were given equal weight by EDA. The applicant who went for high 
numbers of unemployed with a lower unemployment rate did not fare well. 
One consequence of the confusion surrounding the EDA scoring system was 
that in Pennsylvania no funds were received by Pittsburgh, Allentown, 
Bethlehem, Erie, Scranton, and Wilkes-Barre. Most of the funding went 
to counties, townships, and school districts. In the first round, 36 
of the nation's 100 largest cities did not receive any funds. 
The Public Works Act is a good example of the political and adminis-
trative chaos that accompanies a program without a formula for substate 
:Ill nc ;~ t Lons. In the second round of funding, al.locations were for 
c itics above 50,000, tht' counties containing those cities, and counties 
without such cities. Cities above 50,000 with little overall unemploy-
ment were still eligible for discretionary funds available to finance 
projects in pocket-of-poverty areas (4,000 population with at least 8.5% 
unemployment). The determination of a jurisdiction's share was based 
on combining Round One and Round Two funding. Amounts received in Round 
One were subtracted from the total calculated for each eligible jurisdic-
tion. 
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In the Round One, EDA scored the projects and applicants could not 
select which project they wanted funded. In Round Two, rather than 
rank projects, EDA allocated the total funds (Rounds One and Two) to 
recipients on the basis of tht•ir share of unemployment. Applicants 
could chose which projects they wanted funded. The 65-35 split between 
high unemployment and low unemployment areas was retained. After the 
second round of funding, 98 of the 100 largest cities had received funds 
under the Public Works Act. 
State Educational Grant Formulae 
When the California Supreme Court ruled in the case of Serrano vs. 
Priest, in August 1971, that the State's method of school finance 
violated the equal protection clauses of the United States and California 
coi1stituti.ons, it was lH.'cPssary to reform tht• mvthod of school f.inance. 
The court ruled that the school finance system at that time ''invidiously 
discriminates against the poor because it makes the quality of a child's 
education a function of the wealth of his (her) parents or neighbors.'' 
Since 1971, four school finance bills have been approved by the 
Legislature. SB 90 was passed in 1972 and was designed to increase the 
Foundation (an expenditure level per ADA determined by the State) and 
to "level up" low expenditure districts while allowing tax reductions 
in low assessment school districts. This bill replaced the property 
tax rate system with a differentiated revenue limit scheme. In effect 
the rate of growth of schuol district expenditures was no longer 
dependent on the growth rate of assessed values. Under SB 90, if 
assessed value grew more rapidly than an allowable revenue limit adjust-
ment (expressed as a rate), a property tax reduction was automatically 
required. 
This revenue limit provision meant that school districts with 
revenues below the new Foundation level could grow up to 15% per year 
until they reached the State Foundation level. Similarly, school 
districts at the Foundation level could increase expenditures by only 
6% per year, and those above the foundation level were allowed to 
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increase expenditures by only $30 per ADA. This provision of the legisla-
tion dramatically altered the pattern of school district expenditures. 
SB 90 also included funds for districts with high percentages of 
family poverty, bilingualism, and pupil transiency (Educationally 
Disadvantaged Youth Act). 
SB 220 was passed by the Legislature in 1975. The bill included 
amendments to SB 90 and also included a program of assistance for urban 
schools with large numbers of poor students. For the first time, poor 
districts were provided with supplemental funds from general revenues, 
instead of categorical grants for programs mandated by the State. 
SB 1641 increased the general support for schools and constrained 
wealthy districts from using their wealth to increase revenues. Funds 
were allocated on the basis of low income, low achievement, and the 
number of bilingual students. The funding of teacher pensions was also 
equalized under this bill. 
AB 65 provided a comprehensive reform of school finance in 
California. The bill ties financial assistance to reform through four 
types of allocations: 
• Base Level of Support--This was essentially a revenue limit 
(expenditure limit) per student and is a relationship between 
local property taxes (64%) and state support (36%). The State 
assures a minimum level of PXpenditure per student for every 
school district. This is the Foundation Program and the amount 
varies depending upon the grade level. 
• Restricted State Allocation--This ties State allocation to 
desirable types of school district decisionmaking and school 
improvements. It is a carrot approach to stimulate local 
initiatives. 
• Special Needs--Allocations are targeted for particular student 
populations (mentally retarded and handicapped students). 
• Differential Costs of Districts--Assistance is provided to 
schools with special requirements and educational service 
needs. The rationale is that some rural and isolated schools 
need additional funds if they are to provide the same level of 
services as other school districts. 
These four levels of assistance are allocated by complicated formulae, 
as can be infered from the previous discussion. There is still vigorous 
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debate over the efficacy of the reformed school finance system. Critics 
of AB 65 have argued that the system still measures fiscal assistance by 
dividing the districts' assessed valuation by the number of pupils, 
and this does not provide a true measure of the area's ability to support 
education. Instead, they argue that variables such as per capita income 
should be included in measures of local wealth or financial ability. 
Proposition 13 has had a dramatic impact on this very complicated 
school financing system. Since property tax rate have been standardized 
(1% of market value), future growth of school district property tax 
revenues are limited by increases in the economic base and turnover of 
property (which can be reassessed at the new sale value). Hon'over, a 
school district will receive only a share of the growth in its jurisdic-
tion because SB 154 requires that the 1% be shared with other jurisdic-
tions within the county. Currently, a State task force on school 
finance is reviewing the impacts of Proposition 13 on the financing 
formulae and a report is expected in October 1978. 
Examples of Other State Formula Programs 
In this section several examples of how the state allocates 
particlilar revenues to local governments will be described.* 
Liquor license fees are apportioned to each city and county in 
proportion to each jurisdiction's share of the total State collections 
for cities and counties. 
Cigarette taxes (minus State administrative costs) are apportioned 
by first dividing between the cities and counties the proportion that 
local sales tax distributed to each city and each county bears to the 
total of such local sales tax distributed in the previous calendar 
quarter. That portion of the taxes imposed by each county in excess 
of 1% is not considered. Each county's share is paid in accordance 
with this formula. 




Half (SO%) of the city's share is allocated in the proportion that 
the local sales tax revenues of each city bears to the total local sales 
tax revenues of all the cities and 50% is allocated in the proportion 
that the population of each city bears to the total population of all 
the cities. 
For highway user taxes, a sum equal to the net revenues derived 
from $0.01625 per gallon tax under the Motor Vehicle License Tax Law is 
apportioned among the counties as follows: 
• Each county receives $1,667 each month to be used exclusively 
for engineering costs and administrative expenses in connection 
with county roads. 
• A sum equal to the total of all reimbursable snow removal costs 
(or $1,500,000, whichever is less), is apportioned in 12 
approximately equal monthly apportionments for snow removal on 
county roads. 
• $41,667 per month is apportioned to eligible counties for 
heavy rainfall and storm damage on county roads in accordance 
with percentages specified in the Streets and Highways Code. 
• Of the total available from the $0.01625 per gallon tax, 75% 
is apportioned among the counties in the respective proportions 
that the number of fee paid and exempt vehicles registered in 
each county bears to the total number of fee paid and exempt 
vehicles registered in the State. The ratios used are based on 
the moving average of such registrations for the last 12 preceding 
months as reported monthly by the Department of Motor Vehicles. 
• Of the remaining moneys, each eligible county is apportioned an 
amount computed as follows: $42 times the number of miles of 
maintained county roads in each county, less the amount already 
paid to the county under the Streets and Highways Code apportion-
ment. 
• The remaining moneys after the above apportionments are 
apportioned among the counties in accordance. 
• A sum equal to $0.0104 per gallon tax under the Motor Vehicle 
Fuel License Tax Law is apportioned among counties and cities 
for use exclusively for county road and city street purposes as 
follows: $400 to each city and $800 to each county per month 
and $30,000 per month transferred to the Bicycle Lane Account. 
The balance is apportioned as follows: 
A base sum is computed for each county by using the same 
proportions of fee-paid and exempt vehicles as established 
under the Streets and Highways Code. 
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- For each county the percentage which the "outside" assessed 
value is of the total assessed value within the county 
limits is determined and applied to the base sum.as computed 
in (1). The resulting amount is the county's share of the 
base sum. 
- For the purposes of this computation, the assessed value of 
taxable tangible property is the one most recently used for 
countywide tax levies, as reported to the State Controller 
by the State Board of Equalization. 
-· Tn th<' t'Vt>nt of an f.ncorpornt lon or atuwxat ion tilL' "out:·ddt>" 
as::;essed valua Lion will be redm:t•d by tht• assessed valuatJ on 
of the incorporated or annexed territory, the estimate of 
which may be provided by the State Board of Equalization. 
-The remaining amount of the base sum for each county [(1) 
less (2)] is apportioned to the cities within the county in 
the proportion that the population of each city bears to the 
total population of all cities in the county. The population 
figures are the same as those under the Streets and Highways 
Code. 
- Each county and any of its incorporated cities may enter 
into an agreement regarding the amount apportioned to them 
by paragraph (1) subdivision (c) of the Streets and Highways 
Code. 
- Any of the incorporated cities within a county may enter into 
an agreement among themselves regarding the amount apportioned 
to them by paragraph (3) subdivision (c) of the Streets and 
Highways Code. 
- Such agreements must be filed with the State Controller who 
will make disposition of the amounts to the parties in 
accordance with the terms of the agreement. 
• A sum equal to $0.00725 per gallon tax under the Motor Vehicle 
Fuel License Tax Law is apportioned monthly to cities as 
follows: 
- To each city which has filed a report containing the informa-
tion prescribed by law and which had expenditures in excess 
of $5,000 during the preceding fiscal year for snow removal, 
an amount equal to one-half of the amount of its expenditures 
for snow removal in excess of $5,000 during such fiscal year 
is allocated annually. The balance is apportioned to each 
city in the proportion that the population of the city bears 
to the total population of all cities in the state. 
• Funds apportioned pursuant to the Streets and Highways Code 
shall be expended exclusively for acquisition of rights-of-way 
for and construction of routes on the select system of county 
roads and city streets for such county or city established as 
provided in this section or for maintenance purposes thereon, 




state or federal agency. However, any expenditure of funds 
apportioned for acquisition of rights-of-way or construction 
upon a state highway, or upon a select system road or street 
in a county or city, including any select system road or street 
outside the boundaries of the county or city that complements 
the select system of the county or city, is considered an 
expenditure upon the select system of the county or city making 
the expenditure. 
• No apportionment will be made to any city or county which does 
not have its select system of county roads or city streets filed 
with the State Department of Transportation. 
• If a city legislative body finds that 90 percent or more of 
either its select system or its entire system of city streets 
has been constructed then funds received may be spent for 
acquisition of rights-of-way and construction of other city 
streets. Such findings must be reevaluated if total mileage of 
streets in the city increases by more than 10 percent. 
• Funds apportioned may be expended or allocated for the con-
struction and improvement of exclusive public mass transit 
guideways (and their related fixed facilities), including the 
mitigation of their environmental effects, the payment for 
property taken or damaged for such purposes, the administrative 
costs necessarily incurred in the foregoing purposes, the 
maintenance of the structures and the immediate right-of-way 
for the public mass transit guideways, but excluding the main-
tenance and operating costs for mass transit power systems and 
mass transit passenger facilities, vehicles, equipment, and 
services, and the payment of principal and interest on voter-
approved bonds issued for the above purposes, all of which must 
be within an area in which the voters thereof have approved a 
proposition pursuant to Section 4 of Article XXVI of the 
California Constitution. 
• Cities and counties, may use not more than 1/4 of their highway 
users tax apportio~~ent to make principle and interest payments 
on bonds issued for street construction. They must report 
during January 1978, to the Legislature any bonds that may 
have been issued for this purpose. The term of such bonds is 
limited to 25 years and must be approved by a majority of the 
votes cast thereon. 
• In July of each year there is allocated to cities the amounts 
according to population brackets. Amounts range from $20,000 
for cities over 500,000 population to $1,000 for cities with 
less than 5,000 population. 
• Any city incorporated after the first day of July of any year 
will receive the full annual allocation prescribed in this 
section in the month succeeding the filing of certification of 
the incorporation by the Secretary of State. 
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• These moneys may be used only for engineering costs and 
administrative expenses in respect to city streets. However, 
any city of less than 10,000 population may also expend the 
moneys allocated to it for acquisition of rights-of-way and 
construction on its select system. 
• $900,000 is transferred each July 1 to the State Park Highway 
Account in the Bagley Conservation Fund. 
• The balance remaining in the Highway Users Tax Account after 
all the foregoing apportionments is transferred to the State 
Highway Account for expenditure on State highways and public 
mass transit guideway purposes. 
• No apportionment will be made to a city unless the city has set 
up by ordinance a "special gas tax street improvement fund." 
All money received under these two sections shall be deposited 
in this fund. Interest earned on investment of money in this 
fund must be deposited in the fund and used for street purposes. 
• Any city may contract with the Department of Transportation for 
the performance by the department of any or all street work in 
such city and for such purposes may transfer to the department, 
for deposit in the State Treasury, any moneys available for 
expenditure by such city for street purposes. 
The Motor Vehicle License Fees (minus the State administrative 
costs) are apportioned as follows: 
• 50% to cities (and cities and counties) in the proportion that 
the population of each bears to the population of all cities. 
• 50% to counties (and cities and counties) in the proportion 
that the population of each county bears to the population of 
all counties. 
• This money may be used for local purposes and may, but need not 
necessarily, be used for purposes of general interest and 
benefit to the State. 
Population is calculated for cities and counties in the following 
manner. 
• Cities--The population of each city and city and county is that 
determined by the last decennial census or special census by the 
Federal Bureau of the Census. This may be changed by any one 
of the following: subsequent census by the Federal Bureau of 
the Census and filed with the State Controller by the city or 
city and county; estimated or actual count of population by the 
State Department of Finance and certified to the State Controller; 
annexation to a city of unincorporated territory. In the case of 
a newly incorporated city or the annexation of inhabited territory 
to a city the population may be determined by any of the above 
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of by multiplying the munlwr of r<>gistorpd electors therein 
by thrL·e. In the c:!St' of the annexation of uninhabited territory 
to a city the population may be determined by any of the above 
two years after the completion of annexation proceedings or at 
such earlier time as the legislative body may request. In the 
case of the consolidation of one city with another, the popula-
tion of the consolidated city is the aggregate population of 
the respective cities. 
• Counties--The population of each county and city and county is 
that determined by the Jast decennial census by the Federal 
Bureau of the Census. However, once each calendar year, any 
county or city and county which has had a census taken by the 
U. S. Bureau of the Census or the State Department of Finance 
within the five-year period preceding application may apply to 
the State Department of Finance to estimate its population. If 
requested to do so by the county or city and county the State 
Department of Finance shall certify to and the State Controller 
will adjust the previously used population. 
Tht- lucal s;tlt•s LIX illUil<'Y t'<'<'t•lved !>v <'<ltllll lt·s and ,. i tit•S is not 
an apportionment of state moneys. This is a locally imposed tax which 
is collected by the State Board of Equalization under a contract arrange-
ment with each county. The distribution of collections between a county 
and the cities within that county is in accordance with percentages 
agreed upon between the two entities. The State Board of Equalization 
also makes the distribution to the cities and counties. 
The board of supervisors shall establish a local transportation 
fund in the county treasury, and shall deposit in such fund all sales 
and use tax revenues transmitted to the county by the State Board of 
Equalization from that portion of the taxes imposed by the county at a 
rate in excess of 1%. 
The board of sur)l'rvisors shall ,·ontinuously appropriate the money 
in the Inca! transport.tlinn lt!!ld r()r <'XJH'nditllrt' for various transporta-
ticm purposes (as specified in Article II of the Government Code and 
Chapter 4 of Part II of Division 10 of the Public Utilities Code). 
In this appendix we have examined several different formula 
approaches. Revenue sharing allocations were based on population, 
D-16 
adjusted tax effort and per capita income. Community development 
allocations were based on population, overcrowded housing and extent of 
poverty. Public works allocations were based on the number unemployed, 
the unemployment rate, labor intensity and poverty. Significant data 
reliability problems exist for each formula so that discretionary funds 
or adjustment mechanisms were created to assure an equitable distribution 
of funds. 
The analysis has shown that the selection of particular factors 
for a formula will have a tremendous impact upon the distribution of 
funds among particular classes of recipients. Since the establishment 
of these programs, new indicators have been developed for the targeting 
of Federal funds. The Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) program 
relies upon age of housing and job lag or decline in addition to the 
above measures of population, unemployment, per capita income, and 
poverty. Age of housing, in particular, will bias the formula toward 
areas with an older housing stock. In California's case this meant that 
of 70 cities, only 31 were eligible for UDAG programs. The program's use 
of indicators for urban distress have been criticized because many 
officials do not believe they measure distress. 
The analysis of State funding formulae showed the same kind of 
spread in complexity, from cigarette tax allocation to education (where 
apportionments were used to achieve equity goals such as equalization of 
tax and expenditure efforts) and gasoline tax allocations. 
Our conclusion from reviewing a number of formula programs is that 
a formula can be as complex as desirable. However, complexity increases 
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CITY AND COUNTY STAFF INTERVIEWED BY AOR STAFF AND 
QUESTIONS DISCUSSED IN THE INTERVIEWS 
COUNTY STAFF 
Alameda County 
Steve Hami 11 
Dave Elbaum 
Los Angeles County 
Ted Reed 
Loyd E. Halstead 
Cliff Caballero 
Mendocino County 
Albert P. Beltrami 
Merydel Peterson 
Duane K. Wells 
Michael P. Garvey 
Dennis L. Huey 
Jon Pelkey 
Orange County 
Robert E. Thomas 
R. A. Scott 
Maria Bastanchury 
John D. Dedischew 
Placer County 







Assistant County Administrative Officer 
Special Assistant, CAO's Office 
Assistant County Administrative Officer 





Deputy County Administrator 
Assistant Auditor-Controller 
Administrative Analyst 
County Administrative Officer 
Assistant CAO/Personnel 
Associate Administrative Officer 
Associate Administrative Officer 
County Administrative Officer 
Assistant CAO 
County Administrative Officer 
Administrator 
Principal Administrative Analyst 
San Diego County 
John B. Sauvajot 
John W. Pearson 
James M. Smyth 
San Francisco County/City 
Raymond Sullivan 
San Joaquin County 
C. E. Dixon 
WilliamJ. Ward 
Robert S. Hunter 
Harry Brodie 
Santa Clara County 















Director, Office of Management/Budget 
Deputy Director, Office of Management/ 
Budget 
Special Assistant, Office of Management/ 
Budget 
Senior Program Manager 
County Administrator 
Director of Public Works 
Planning Director 
Director of Public Assistance 
Budget Director 
Personnel Director 
Assistant City Manager 
Deputy City Manager 
Director of Finance 
Human Resources Director 
Planning Director 
Assistant Director for Planning 







Richard A. Miller 
Oscar Teske 










Allen W. Charkow 
Gail S. Henderson 




Jerry t~ei sman 
Willis Chase 














Assistant City Manager 
Assistant to the City Manager-Finance 
Director of Finance 
City Manager 
Finance Director 
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Assistant Director, Public Works Dept. 
Department of General Services 
Department of Public Works 













J. Edward Tewes 
Los Angeles 
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Thomas K. Shields 
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Budget Management Officer 
City Administrative Officer 
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Assistant City Administrative Officer 
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Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
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City Manager 
Finance Director 
Assistant Finance Director 
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Director of Finance 
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Jack R. Crist 
William Redmone 
Solon HDoc" Wisham 
Phil E. Ezell 
Steve Lakich 
Felton "Mac" Mailes 
Melvin Johnson 
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Roy J. Herte 
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Maryj ane Lazz 
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City Manager 
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Director of Administration/Personnel 
Senior Accountant 
Financial Management Director 
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City Manager 
City Manager 






January 12, 1981 
PROPOSED DISCUSSION TOPICS FOR ASSEMBLY OFFICE OF RESEARCH (AOR) 
FIELD INTERVIEWS WITH COUNTY STAFF 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of these discussion topics is to provide a framework 
for AOR staff discussions with county management personnel during the 
field interviews that are part of AOR's study of local financial 
problems. These field interviews are intended as a supplement to the 
extensive written financial survey mailed to 21 counties. These field 
interviews will provide an opportunity for a discussion of the fiscal 
issues facing counties. They will help improve AOR's understanding of 
county finances and greatly assist in the analysis of the written survey 
c1nd the preparation of the final report. 
1. General Fiscal Condition 
a) What is your assessment of the fiscal health of your county at 
the present time? 
b) What are the major factors that will influence your fiscal outlook 
over the next five years? Discuss factors that are within the control 
of the county and its leadership and those external factors beyond county 
control. 
c) What cutbacks, if any, did the county make in response to 
Proposition 13? What services are the most likely candidates for future 
service reductions? 
d) What f~fforts are underway to increase the productivity of county 
personnel? What are the main barriers to increased productivity and 
efficiency? 
2. Employee Compensation and Personnel Issues 
a) Have employee salaries and wages kept pace with inflation? 
Labor market trends? 
b) Does the county have formal collective bargaining agreements with 
its (~rnployees? What are the major isssues discussed in bargaining? 
'.Vht~t are their impacts on county finances? 
c) L4ha t are the fi nanc i a 1 consequences of the county's retirement and 
pension benefit plans over the long run? Is growth of these costs under 
control or not? What provisions have been made to address unfunded pen-
sion liabilities? 
6 
d) Have affirmative action programs been seriously impacted by 
Proposition 13 reduction in revenues? What are the major affirmative 
action issues at present? 
e) Which categories of employees would be most affected by future 
cutbacks due to fiscal problems? 
3. Capital Programs 
a) Does the county have a comprehensive capital plan that deals with 
the maintenance and replacement of existing infrastructure as well as 
the need for new facilities? 
b) What major capital outlays have been delayed or eliminated due _ 
to Proposition 13? What are the current major capital projects facing 
the county in the areas of health facilities, jails, transportation, and 
general government? 
c) In the past what were the major sources of revenue for capital 
projects and how do these sources compare with the anticipated sources 
of future revenues for capital projects? 
d) What trends in federal funding for capital projects will impact 
your county's capital program? 
4. Accommodation of New Growth 
a) Has your county adopted a pol icy that new growth must "pay its own 
way"? Does the county use a cost/revenue model for evaluating new 
developments? 
b) Does the county have an explicit growth control policy? 
c) What types and amounts of federal, state, and other local agency 
capita 1 spending are required to accommodate future growth in the county? 
5. New Revenue Sources 
a) Has the county attempted to obtain voter approval for a "special 
tax"? 
b) Has the county increased fees in traditional fee supported 
programs? Has it investigated the use of fees outside of the tradi-
tional areas? What is the potential of fees and charges for supporting 
a larger portion of the county's budget? 
c) What has been the public's reaction to increases in fees and 
charges since Proposition 13? 





6. State-Local Revenue System 
d) What changes should be made in the existing state-local finance 
•,yc, l.r~rn? 
b) Should state aid, or cutbacks in the existing amount of state 
aid, be targeted to assist truly "needy" counties more than others? If 
so, how? What should be the criteria defining "need"? 
7. Federal Assistance 
a) What are the major issues related to federal aid for counties? 
b) What are the programs most likely to be cutback if federal aid 
for counties is reduced? How will these cutbacks impact county spending on 
programs financed primarily from local own-source revenues? 
8. Other Issues 
Please feel free to raise other issues or problems that you feel 
are important in terms of our understanding your county's financial con-





November 19, 1980 
PROPOSED DISCUSSION TOPICS FOR ASSEMBLY OFFICE OF RESEARCH (AOR) 
FIELD INTERVIEWS WITH CITY STAFF 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of these discussion topics is to provide a framework 
for AOR staff discussions with city management personnel during the 
field interviews that are part of AOR's study of local financial 
problems. These field interviews are intended as a supplement to the 
extensive written financial survey mailed to 150 cities. These field 
interviews will provide an opportunity for a discussion of the fiscal 
issues facing cities. They will help improve AOR's understanding of 
city finances and greatly assist in the analysis of the written survey 
and the preparation of the final report. 
1. General Fiscal Condition 
a) What is your city's assessment of its fiscal health at the 
present time? 
b) What are the major factors that influence your fiscal outlook 
over the next five years? Discuss factors that are within the control 
of the city and its leadership and those external factors beyond city 
control. 
c) What cutbacks, if any. did the city make in response to 
Proposition 13? What services are the most likely candidates for future 
service reductions? 
d) What efforts are underway to increase the productivity of city 
personnel? What are the main barriers to increased productivity and 
efficiency? 
2. Employee Compensation and Personnel Issues 
a) Have employee salaries and wages kept pace with inflation? 
Labor market trends? 
b) Does the city have formal collective bargaining agreements with 
its employees? What are the major isssues discussed in bargaining? 
What are their impacts on city finances? 
c) What are the financial consequences of the city's retirement and 
Jll'll'; ion fH'tH' fit p l .rn<; over the long run? Is growth of these costs under 
coni r·ol or not? Wh.1t provisions have been made to address unfunded pen-
•;iilll fidbifiti(•S? 
9 
d) Have affirmative action programs been seriously impacted by 
Proposition 13 reduction in revenues? What are the major affirmative 
action issues at present? 
e) Which categories of employees would be most affected by future 
cutbacks due to fiscal problems? 
3. Capital Programs 
a) Does the city have a comprehensive capital plan that deals with 
the maintenance and replacement of existing infrastructure as well as 
the need for new facilities? 
b) In the past what were the major sources of revenu(~ for capital 
projects and how do these sources compare with the anticipated sources 
of future revenues for capital projects? 
c) What major capital outlays have been delayed or eliminated due 
to Proposition 13? 
d) What trends in federal funding for capital projects will impact 
your city•s capital program? 
4. Accommodation of New Growth 
a) Has your city adopted a policy that new growth must 11 pay its own 
way? .. Does the city use a cost/revenue model for evaluating new 
developments? 
b) Does the city have an explicit growth control policy? 
c) What types and amounts of federal, state, and other local agency 
capital spending are required to accommodate future growth in the city? 
5. New Revenue Sources 
a) Has the city attempted to obtain voter approval for a 11 Special 
tax? .. 
b) Has the city increased fees in traditional fee supported 
programs? Has it investigated the use of fees outside of the tradi-
tional areas? What is the potential of fees and charges for supporting 
a larger portion of the city•s budget? 
c) What has been the public•s reaction to increases in fees and 
charges since Proposition 13? 
d) What new sources of revenue would the city like to be able to 
tap? 
6. State-Local Revenue System 




b) Should state aid, or cutbacks in the existing amount of state 
aid, be targeted to assist truly "needy" cities more than others? If 
so, how? What should be the criteria defining "need?" 
7. Federal Assistance 
a) What are the major issues related to federal aid for cities? 
b) What are the programs most likely to be cutback if federal aid 
for cities is reduced? How will these cutbacks impact city spending on 







List of Cities That Provided Complete Survey 
Replies Analyzed in Preparing This Report 
0-10,000 Population 50-100,000 Population 
1. Adelanto 1. Bakersfield 
2. Colfax 2. Burbank 
3. Cotati 3. Chula Vista 
4. Del Mar 4. Compton 
5. Exeter 5. Costa Mesa 
6 . H0rcules 6. Daly City 
7. Indian Wells 7. Downey 
B. Live Oak 8. El Monte 
9. Pismo Beach 9. Fairfield 
10. Portola Valley 10. Fountain Valley 
11. Soledad 11. Hayward 
1?. Wasco 12. Inglewood 
13. Wi 11 ows 13. Irvine 
14. Yreka 14. Lakewood 
15. La Mesa 
10-20,000 Population 16. Lancaster 
17. Norwalk 
1. Grand Terrace 18. Oceanside 
2. La Palma 19. Ontario 
3. Marys vi 11 e 20. Orange 
4. Pacific Grove 21. Palo Alto 
5. Pinole 22. Pico Rivera 
6. San Anselmo 23. Pomona 
7. San ~1arino 24. Redwood City 
R. San Pahlo 25. Richmond 
9. Yuha r:ity 26. Salinas 
27. San Buenaventura 
20-50,000 Population 28. San Leandro 
29. Santa Barbara 
1. Arcadia 30. Santa Clara 
2. Campbell 31. Santa Monica 
3. Covina 32. Santa Rosa 
4. El C0rrito 33. South Gate 
t) • tonLHlil 34. Thousand Oaks 
() . ~~ddr'rd 35. Vallejo 
I. Palm Springs 36. Walnut Creek 
B. Pittsburg 37. West Covina 
9. Rancho Palos Verdes 38. Westminster 
10. Redding 39. Whittier 
11. Rialto 
12. San Gabriel 
13. S<:asirle 
'4. \tanton 
l 1l. Waf<;onvi I !0 





5. Garden Grove 
6. Glendale 
7. Huntington Beach 
8. Long Beach 






15. San Diego 
16. San Jose 
17. Stockton 
18. Torrance 
NOTE: In addition to the 95 cities listed above seven additional cities 
responded to our survey too late to be included in our analysis of 
the survey data. The cities involved were Berkeley, Brea, Hawthorne, 







List of Counties That Provided Complete 
Survey Replies Analyzed in Preparing This Report 
0-100,000 Population 500-1,000,000 Population 








Over 1,000,000 Population 
200-500,000 Population Alameda 
Los Angeles 
Fresno Orange 
Kern Santa Clara 
Monterey 
San Joaquin 
8623 

